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To those children whose futures hang in the balance


PREFACE

In a sense, this story began back in the early 1970s, at a gathering of various conservative and neoconservative intellectuals, hosted by Irving Kristol, then editor of a high-quality quarterly publication called The Public Interest.

After a round of convivial recollections from those present about how we had begun our careers on the political left or, as in my case, the far left as a Marxist, Irving raised a very serious question about how some way could be found to improve the substandard educational levels of most black schoolchildren. At that point I said something like, “You are talking as if good education for black children is something that has never happened before, and that has to be created from scratch.”

This immediately caught his attention, and he asked me to tell him where this had happened, and how. I gave him a brief sketch of the history of all-black Dunbar High School in Washington, D.C., during the era from 1870 to 1955, and the various achievements of its graduates in elite colleges during that era, as well as in careers that led many of them to pioneer as the first black federal judge, the first black general, and the first black Cabinet member, among other distinctions.

His interest very much aroused, Irving urged me to research and write about this, and volunteered to finance the research. Out of this came an article titled, “Black Excellence: The Case of Dunbar High School,” which appeared in the Spring 1974 issue of The Public Interest. Two years later, I wrote another article for The Public Interest about a number of successful black schools, in various parts of the country, titled “Patterns of Black Excellence.”

If I thought that, amid all the research and writings about failing black schools, many scholars and policy-makers would be interested in black schools that succeeded, I was sadly mistaken. Many scholars and policy-makers already had their own explanations for the failures of black schools, and their own “solutions” for that problem. What I had written was, to them, at best a passing distraction, if not something that needed to be discredited, so that they could get on with promoting their own prescriptions, policies and programs.

Chief Justice Earl Warren had already declared racially separate schools to be “inherently unequal” in the Supreme Court’s landmark Brown v. Board of Education decision in 1954, so racial segregation was the prevailing explanation of substandard black educational achievements.

The fact that all-black Dunbar High School was only about a mile away from the Supreme Court where the Chief Justice made his historic pronouncement, and that Dunbar, at that time, sent a higher proportion of its graduates on to college than any white public high school in the city,1 was a fact that was probably unknown to those crusading for racial “integration” in the schools, and that fact probably would not have made any difference to them, even if they had known it.

Many people had already made up their minds, and did not want to be confused by facts. Years of mandatory busing of black children to white schools, in order to achieve racial “integration” was the logical corollary of what Chief Justice Warren had said, though the Brown v. Board of Education decision did not itself prescribe mandatory busing. The busing crusade produced heated controversies, bitter racial polarization and dangerous confrontations in the streets, with schoolchildren caught in the middle of it all—but little, if any, net benefit to the educational levels of black children.

Eventually, the busing crusade faded in futility. But something very different later appeared on the horizon—the idea that low-income parents should be allowed to choose where their children went to school, just as high-income parents already could, by sending their children to private schools if the local public school was unsatisfactory. Extending choice to parents in general could be done in a variety of ways, including vouchers that could cover tuition at low-cost, private schools such as some Catholic parochial schools.

That was just one option among many. There were also magnet schools, homeschooling and tuition tax credits, for example. Eventually, one of the most strikingly successful kinds of schools that emerged from this experimentation was the charter school—a special public school freed from some of the rigidities of the regular public schools, and allowed to receive government financial support only so long as its students’ educational outcomes met various educational criteria.

Not all charter schools turned out to be successful, just as not all traditional public schools turned out to be successful—or all failures, for that matter. But particular charter schools, and especially some particular networks of charter schools, located in low-income black and Hispanic neighborhoods, achieved educational results not only far above the levels achieved by most public schools in those neighborhoods, but sometimes even higher educational results than those in most schools located in affluent white neighborhoods.

No one expected that. Anyone who might have predicted such an outcome beforehand would have been considered to be hopelessly unrealistic.

This story might seem to have had a happy ending—at least for that fraction of minority students attending successful charter schools. But, in fact, even the most successful charter schools have been bitterly attacked by teachers unions, by politicians, by the civil rights establishment and assorted others. How can success be so unwelcome? It is apparently not unwelcome to parents of low-income minority students. In New York City alone, there are more than 50,000 children on waiting lists to get into charter schools.2 Yet New York’s mayor has announced an end to the expansion of charter schools and threatened restrictions on those already functioning. It is much the same story in California—and in many other places in between.

Understanding why and how educational success has been such unwelcome news to so many people and institutions is the purpose of this book. With growing political threats to charter schools across the country, the stakes could not be higher for poor and minority youngsters, for whom a good education is their biggest opportunity for a better life. That in itself is enough to make this a story well worth understanding by all people of good will, despite whatever other differences they might have.

Thomas Sowell

The Hoover Institution

Stanford University


Chapter 1

COMPARISONS AND COMPARABILITY

Depending on who you read or listen to, charter schools are either a striking success1 or a “failed and damaging experiment”2—or even just “fads.”3 With all the voluminous educational statistics available, it might seem strange that such extremely different conclusions, and controversies arising from these differences, should exist and persist. Nevertheless, these controversies have continued to rage for years, with growing intensity, as charter schools have expanded from a barely noticeable part of the educational scene when they began in the 1990s to thousands of schools with millions of students today.

Public charter schools are public schools not created by the existing government education authorities, but by some private groups who gain government approval by meeting various preconditions set by authorizing agencies.4 These agencies issue charters enabling these schools to operate as public schools eligible for taxpayer money and to enroll public school students who apply.

By allowing more autonomy and flexibility in public charter schools than in the more tightly controlled traditional public schools, it was hoped that new educational policies and practices that emerge from this experiment might produce some better educational results. In that case, traditional public schools would have these new policies and practices available to use if they chose to, thereby benefitting the much larger number of students in the traditional public school sector. If, however, a charter school has educational outcomes that fail to satisfy the authorities, those authorities can revoke its charter and end its access to taxpayer money and public school students.

One important difference, however, is that students are not assigned to go to public charter schools, as they are assigned to attend particular traditional public schools. Those students whose parents want them to go to particular charter schools can seek admission to those charter schools, usually by entering a lottery. Choosing students by lottery—rather than by their ability or their educational track record—is supposed to keep the students in the two kinds of schools more or less comparable, so as to keep the experiment valid and its conclusions applicable to public schools in general.

One major complication in studies comparing public charter schools with traditional public schools is that the racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic backgrounds of students in the charter schools as a whole turn out to be very different from those of students in traditional public schools as a whole.

COMPARABLE STUDENTS

Nationwide, white students plus Asian students are a majority of the students in traditional public schools, while black students plus Hispanic students are a majority of the students in charter schools, which are often located in low-income minority communities.5 On a wide range of educational tests, over the years white and Asian students as a whole have scored significantly higher than black and Hispanic students as a whole.6 Therefore comparisons of charter school and traditional public school outcomes on various tests are a problem, because their respective students are from groups with a long history of different educational results. There is also a long history of different educational results with children from low-income families and high-income families.

Under these circumstances, it can be hard to know how much of whatever differences there may be in educational outcomes, as between charter schools and traditional public schools, are due to the schools themselves and how much are due to their different mix of students from different ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds.

A striking example of how racial or ethnic differences among students can make it hard to determine the effectiveness of different schools—whether in terms of charter schools or in other contexts—is a study of educational test score differences among the 50 states. Students in Iowa scored higher on those tests than students in Texas. But whites in Texas scored higher than whites in Iowa; blacks in Texas scored higher than blacks in Iowa; Asians in Texas scored higher than Asians in Iowa; and Hispanics in Texas scored higher than Hispanics in Iowa.7 How then could Iowa students as a whole have scored higher than Texas students as a whole? Simply because “Iowa’s student population is predominantly white”8 and students in Texas include far more minority students, mostly low-income minorities.

While gross statistics might suggest that Iowa had better schools than Texas, an ethnic breakdown of the population taking those tests would suggest the direct opposite. For similar reasons, comparing educational outcomes in charter schools as a whole with educational outcomes in traditional public schools as a whole can be like comparing apples and oranges—unless there is some way to compare particular schools’ educational results when educating truly comparable students.

Since such comparability is simply not there in gross statistical comparisons of public charter schools as a whole with other public schools as a whole, the approach here will be to compare individual charter schools with individual traditional public schools that are as similar as possible. Among the wide variety of statistics available on educational test results in charter schools and traditional public schools, the ones given the greatest weight here will be statistics comparing students in particular schools meeting all three of the following criteria:

1. There is a similar ethnic composition of students9 in a particular charter school being compared to a particular traditional public school serving the same local population.

2. The students in both schools are taught in the very same building, thus reducing whatever effect differences in particular buildings, or in the neighborhoods around those buildings, might be. This also reduces the likely range of dispersion in the locations of the homes from which students come, as well as the likely dispersion of their socioeconomic backgrounds.

3. The charter school and the traditional public school have one or more classes at the same grade level in the same building, so that students in these particular classes can be compared in their results when taking the same tests.

Schools meeting all three requirements simultaneously are by no means common. But, if our goal is to compare educational results among truly comparable students in truly comparable circumstances, whether those students are in charter schools or in traditional public schools, then this may be as close as we can come to achieving that.

Uncommon as it may be to find large numbers of such situations in a given community, New York City is exceptional in having a substantial number of charter schools and traditional public schools meeting all three requirements. In school year 2017–2018, there were more than 23,000 New York City students in particular classes meeting all these requirements in these particular schools.10 So New York City has a substantial sample of ethnically and socioeconomically comparable students whose educational outcomes can be compared.

THE DATA

Each school year, the New York State Education Department gives the same tests in “English Language Arts” and in mathematics to public school students—whether in public charter schools or in traditional public schools—in grades 3 through 8. So it is possible to make comparisons of students’ results on these tests in the same grade levels in particular charter schools with particular traditional public schools located in the same buildings. The New York State Education Department publishes not only aggregate test scores of classes in these schools but also the ethnic breakdown of the students and the percentage of them who meet its definition of “economically disadvantaged.”

That still leaves the question of how to select which of the innumerable pairings of classes to examine. If the pairings are chosen by simply cherry-picking examples, all the efforts to achieve comparability will have been wasted, since different people can obviously choose different examples.

One viable option is to simply make available all the data from all of the classes in New York City where a charter school has been housed in the same building with one or more traditional public schools which have some classes at the same grade levels, and students with a similar racial or ethnic background. That is done here in the Appendix. But while it is a viable option to make available all test score data, demographic data, and socioeconomic data for students in these situations, it is not a viable option to discuss all these data individually, without expanding the study to the dimensions of an encyclopedia. Moreover, charter schools differ among themselves, just as traditional public schools do, and these differences also require discussion and analysis.

Selecting which charter schools to examine in detail by some principle, as distinguished from arbitrary cherry-picking, can be done in a number of ways. The way chosen here is to examine those particular charter school networks with multiple schools having classes in the largest number of buildings in New York City where they are housed with one or more traditional public schools whose grade levels coincide. Here the sample chosen for detailed study in Chapter 2 are all charter school networks with students in five or more buildings in New York City that they share with traditional public schools having students at the same grade levels.

For the sake of ethnic comparability, the paired schools in our sample must also meet the criterion of having a majority of their students who are either black and/or Hispanic. A finer ethnic breakdown for each school can be found in Appendix II.

Such data provide separate samples from different charter school networks, and from different school locations within each network. As a result, the statistical influence of the peculiarities of any particular school or any particular neighborhood on the data can be reduced or at least recognized.

People who would prefer some other method of choosing samples to examine in detail are free to make their own selection from the voluminous data in the Appendix. All these data are from the New York State Education Department, and the definitions used in the tables are their definitions.

By choosing to examine in some detail those charter school networks with classes located in five or more buildings in New York City, a large amount of data can be examined from a small number of charter school networks. In this case, there turned out to be five charter school networks in New York City that met the three specified requirements in school year 2017–2018, and had classes housed in five or more buildings with traditional public schools having classes at the same grade levels. These networks were the KIPP (Knowledge Is Power Program) charter schools, and charter schools in the Success Academy, Explore Schools, Uncommon Schools and Achievement First networks.

After examining the performances of these particular charter school networks in some detail in Chapter 2, there will be a more summary examination there of the performances of all charter schools in New York City that met the same three criteria for inclusion in the citywide sample.


Chapter 2

CHARTER SCHOOL RESULTS

While our main concern is finding out what educational outcome differences there are between students in public charter schools and students in traditional public schools, the detailed data in our sample also reveal differences in test scores between different charter school networks, between different schools in the same networks, between classes in the same schools, as well as similar differences among traditional public schools. All these differences can be found in the tables in this chapter, by those who are interested, even if not all these things are discussed in the text.

Data on the ethnic makeup of charter school students and traditional public school students paired with them in the same buildings are available in Appendix II, and are summarized in passing in this chapter. In both kinds of schools, these are ethnic data for students in the specific classes being compared, not data on the ethnic makeup of students in the entire buildings in which they are housed. Our samples are defined by the classes whose test scores are being compared, not by all the students in the buildings.

Two tests given annually by the New York State Education Department, to both public charter school students and students in traditional public schools, are officially designated as the English Language Arts test and the Mathematics test.

The students’ scores on these statewide tests are broken down into four categories by the New York State Education Department. The lowest test scores are officially defined as being in Level 1, and the highest test scores are defined as being in Level 4. Students who score in Level 3 are designated as being “proficient,” according to the standards for whatever grade they are in, and those whose scores are in Level 4 are designated as being above “proficient” for that grade. These definitions are repeated under each table of statistics showing test score results. The main point here is simply that Level 1 is at the bottom and Level 4 is at the top.

“Proficient”—Level 3—is a crucial measure. While students who fall below that level are likely to be promoted to the next grade anyway, in many or most traditional public schools, their prospects of mastering those subjects in higher grades that build on what was taught in the same subjects in lower grades—mathematics being a clear example—are obviously not good. That is especially so if they score in the bottom category, Level 1, two levels below “proficient.” Therefore statistics on test scores in Level 1 are also crucial, and will also be a special focus here. To score two levels below “proficient” in arithmetic makes it unlikely to be able to master algebra in later years. Cumulative deficits can be extremely hard to overcome, even by conscientious and intelligent youngsters.

In a world where higher mathematics is required in many professions—not just for scientists, engineers or statisticians, but increasingly also for economists, psychologists, sociologists and others*—an inability to master mathematics means that doors of opportunity into a wide range of professions are silently closing in the background as children go through elementary school without achieving proficiency in arithmetic. Having children talking in school about how they are going to become doctors or pilots, when they have not mastered fractions or decimals, is a cruel hoax—as they can discover later in life as adults, when it is too late.

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOLS

The KIPP charter schools are the largest non-profit network of charter schools in the country. The first of KIPP’s more than 200 schools, now scattered from coast to coast, began in Houston in 1994 and the second, a year later, in New York City’s South Bronx. Both schools serve predominantly minority youngsters from low-income families, as do other schools in the KIPP network.

In New York City, there were 11 KIPP charter schools in school year 2017–2018, including 5 located in the same buildings with one or more traditional public schools serving the same community, and having some classes at the same grade level in both kinds of schools. In each of these 5 KIPP charter schools, at least 95 percent of the students in our sample were either black or Hispanic in 2017–2018. This was also true of the ethnic breakdown in the traditional public schools housed in the same buildings.1 Most of the students in both the KIPP charter schools and in the traditional public schools housed with them were classified as “economically disadvantaged” by the New York State Education Department.2

High Scores in English

In school year 2017–2018 a majority of KIPP charter school students scored at Level 3 (“proficient”) or above on the English Language Arts test in 10 of their 14 grade levels in the five buildings they shared with students in traditional public schools.3 A majority of the traditional public school children in these same five buildings scored at Level 3 (“proficient”) or above in just one of their 20 grade levels. Some of these buildings contained more than one traditional public school, which is why there were more grade levels for traditional public school students than for KIPP charter school students. Details are shown in Table 1A.
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Low Scores in English

Among students who scored down at the bottom in Level 1 on the English Language Arts test, the percentage of traditional public school students scoring at the bottom exceeded the percentage of KIPP charter school students who scored that low, in all but two of the grade levels in the five school buildings where both sets of students were housed. In most cases the percentage of traditional public school students who scored that low was some multiple of the percentage of KIPP charter school students who scored that low. In the two grade levels where the percentage of traditional public school students scoring at the bottom was less than the percentage of the KIPP charter school students at that same level, the differences were small (19 percent versus 14 percent and 25 percent versus 22 percent).

Overall, KIPP students clearly did better on the English Language Arts test in these five buildings than traditional public school students in the same grades. None of the KIPP charter school grade levels had 40 percent or more of their students scoring down at the bottom in Level 1. But 11 of the 20 grade levels in the various traditional public schools scored that low. These included 8 grade levels where more than half the students scored down in Level 1.

High Scores in Mathematics

On the New York State Education Department’s Mathematics test in school year 2017–2018, a majority of the KIPP charter school students scored at the “proficient” Level 3 or above in 12 of their 14 grade levels. In the two exceptions, 50 percent and 49 percent of KIPP students reached the “proficient” Level 3 or above in mathematics. Among the students in the traditional public schools in the same buildings, a majority reached the “proficient” Level 3 and above in just one grade level out of 20. (Details in Table 1B)

Low Scores in Mathematics

Among students scoring down at the bottom in Level 1 on the mathematics test, the percentages of those in the traditional public schools were, in most grade levels, again some multiple of the percentage of KIPP charter school students who scored that low. In none of the grade levels did as many as 30 percent of the KIPP students score at the bottom in Level 1. But half or more of the students in traditional public schools in the same buildings scored down in Level 1 in ten of their twenty grade levels. There were as many as 85 percent scoring at the bottom in two of those grade levels.
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In short, the disparity in outcomes was even greater in mathematics than in English. This is not uncommon as a general pattern. Some have suggested that this is because students’ language skills depend on both the home and the school, while their mathematics skills are usually acquired only in school. But, whatever the reason, the pattern turns up often. Table 1B has more detailed information on the mathematics test results in 2017–2018.

Conclusion

Overall, the KIPP charter school students considerably outperformed most of their traditional public school neighbors in the same grade levels in the same five buildings in New York City in school year 2017–2018. In mathematics, the results were especially grim for the traditional public school students, most of whom failed to reach the “proficient” Level 3 in all but one of their 20 grade levels, and at least half failed to score above Level 1 in ten of their twenty grade levels.

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS

Although the KIPP schools were the largest non-profit network of public charter schools in the country in school year 2017–2018, there were more Success Academy charter schools in New York City, where Success Academy schools have been concentrated. The first of the Success Academy charter schools was established in Harlem in 2006. Over the years, the Success Academy network established charter schools in other New York City low-income minority neighborhoods, such as Bedford-Stuyvesant and the South Bronx.

As of 2017, there were 46 Success Academy charter schools in New York City, with a total of more than 15,000 students.4 Of these schools, there were 13 Success Academy charter schools located in the same buildings with one or more traditional public schools, and having some classes at the same grade levels as those of their traditional public school neighbors.

In all of these thirteen Success Academy charter schools, at least 92 percent of the students in our sample were either black or Hispanic in school year 2017–2018. In the traditional public schools with classes located in the same buildings, at least 89 percent of the students in our sample were either black or Hispanic. A majority of these students in both Success Academy charter schools and traditional public schools housed with them were classified as “economically disadvantaged” by the New York State Education Department.5

By the time the first Success Academy charter school was founded in 2006, there was more than a decade of other charter schools’ experiences that its founder—Eva Moskowitz—could draw on, instead of having to learn everything the hard way, by trial and error. As she put it, “I drew on lessons from other pioneers in the charter movement including KIPP, Achievement First, and Uncommon.”6

Whatever the combination of things that went into the creation of the Success Academy network, its students’ performances on tests of English and mathematics have been even more striking, and more uniform, than those of the KIPP charter schools—and more than most other charter schools—in New York City.

High Scores in English

On the New York State Education Department’s English Language Arts test in 2017–2018, all 30 Success Academy charter school grade levels of classes located in thirteen school buildings with various traditional public schools, had a majority of their students scoring at the “proficient” level or above. These majorities ranged from 82 percent to 100 percent. Of the 36 grade levels in the traditional public schools housed in the same thirteen buildings with them, only three had a majority of their students in any grade level scoring at “proficient” and above.
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Among the Success Academy charter school students in nine of the grade levels, there was a majority of students scoring in Level 4 alone—above “proficient”—on the English Language Arts test. These majorities ranged from 53 percent to 85 percent. In none of the 36 grade levels in the traditional public schools in the same thirteen buildings was there a majority of students scoring in Level 4. Among the traditional public schools, the highest percentage reaching Level 4 was 28 percent of fourth-graders in P.S. 138 in Brooklyn. Its general record on the English Language Arts test was good in the third, fourth and fifth grades, where a majority of its students scored at the “proficient” Level 3 or above. (Details in Table 2A)

Low Scores in English

Among students scoring down at the bottom in Level 1, on the English test, there were zero percent of Success Academy charter school students scoring that low in 26 of their 30 grade levels. The highest proportion scoring that low, among the remaining 4 grade levels of Success Academy students, was 5 percent. Among the 36 grade levels in the traditional public schools housed in the same buildings, the lowest percentage of students scoring at the bottom in Level 1 was 4 percent and the highest was 52 percent.

High Scores in Mathematics

On the statewide mathematics test, a majority of the Success Academy charter school students in all grade levels in all thirteen buildings scored at the “proficient” level or above. Indeed, a majority of these Success Academy students scored in Level 4 alone (above “proficient”) in mathematics in every grade level. These majorities scoring in Level 4 in mathematics ranged from 71 percent to 99 percent.

Among the traditional public schools in the same thirteen buildings, just four grade levels out of thirty had a majority of their students scoring at the “proficient” level or above. None had a majority scoring at Level 4. The highest proportion of traditional public school students scoring at Level 4 was, in mathematics as in English, in P.S. 138 in Brooklyn, where 31 percent of its fourth-graders scored that high in school year 2017–2018.

Low Scores in Mathematics

Turning to the students who scored at the bottom, in Level 1 on the 2017–2018 mathematics test, in every grade level in all thirteen buildings the proportion of students in traditional public schools exceeded the proportion of Success Academy students who scored that low. In 22 of 26 grade levels, zero percent of Success Academy students scored at that low level in mathematics. Meanwhile, the proportion of traditional public school students scoring that low ranged from 4 percent to 74 percent. Among Success Academy charter school students in these same thirteen buildings, the highest proportion scoring at the bottom in Level 1 on the mathematics test was 3 percent in one grade level in one school. (Details in Table 2B)

At the bottom, as at the top, an exception among the traditional public schools was P.S. 138 in Brooklyn. Among its third-graders, fourth-graders and fifth-graders, the students scoring down in Level 1 were 11 percent, 4 percent and 15 percent, respectively, though 27 percent of its sixth-graders scored that low.

Conclusion

The educational outcomes in the Success Academy charter schools and in the traditional public schools housed with them in the same thirteen buildings can be readily summarized: Success Academy charter schools have had an overwhelmingly higher rate of educational success in tests of both English and mathematics. Among the traditional public schools, P.S. 138 in Brooklyn had a creditable record in both English and mathematics, though not in the same league with Success Academy charter schools. Back in 2013, a higher percentage of the fifth-graders in a Success Academy charter school in Harlem passed the New York State Mathematics examination than any other public school fifth-graders in the entire state of New York. This included, as the New York Times put it, “even their counterparts in the whitest and richest suburbs, Scarsdale and Briarcliff Manor.”7
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EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS

There were six buildings in which charter schools in the Explore Schools network were housed with traditional public schools in 2017–2018. There were 20 grade levels in these six buildings that these charter schools and traditional public schools had in common. At least 90 percent of the students in the Explore Schools charter schools in these six buildings were either black or Hispanic, as were 90 percent or more of the traditional public school students in four of these six buildings. In the other two buildings, 86 percent of the traditional public school students in our sample were either black or Hispanic. A majority of the students in both kinds of schools were classified as “economically disadvantaged” by the New York State Education Department.8

High Scores in English

On the English Language Arts test in school year 2017–2018, the charter schools in the Explore Schools network had a majority of their students reach the “proficient” level or above in only four of the 20 grade levels in these buildings. The traditional public schools housed with them had a majority of their students reach levels of “proficient” or above in only two of their 20 grade levels on that same test.

Low Scores in English

Among students scoring down at the bottom, in Level 1, on the English Language Arts test, the range for the Explore Schools students was from 2 percent to 43 percent. Among the various traditional public schools in the same buildings, their students’ range was from 3 percent to 77 percent. (Details in Table 3A)
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Whether measured by test scores at the top or at the bottom, these are disappointing outcomes for both kinds of schools. Not all charter schools are educationally successful. But the painful fact is that even those charter schools whose outcomes are disappointing often nevertheless do better than the traditional public schools housed with them in the same buildings.

High Scores in Mathematics

On the New York State Mathematics test given in 2017–2018, a majority of the charter school students in the Explore Schools network reached the “proficient” level or above in just 6 of their 20 grade levels, though they reached 50 percent in two other grade levels. Students in the various traditional public schools housed in the same buildings did even worse on the mathematics test than on the English Language Arts test. None of their 20 grade levels in these six buildings had a majority of the traditional public school students achieving “proficiency” in mathematics. Their highest proportion reaching the “proficient” level or above in mathematics was 39 percent. (Table 3B)

In a few grade levels the Explore Schools students did well on the mathematics test. In five grade levels, from 60 percent to 86 percent of these charter school students scored at the “proficient” level or above.

Low Scores in Mathematics

Among the students scoring down at the bottom, in Level 1, on the New York State Education Department’s Mathematics test, the range for the Explore Schools students was from 3 percent to 55 percent. Among the traditional public school students in the same buildings, the proportion of those scoring down at the bottom ranged from 23 percent to 68 percent. While there was only one grade level in which more than half the Explore Schools students scored at the bottom, in Level 1, more than half of the traditional public school students in the same buildings scored down in Level 1 in 10 of their 20 grade levels.

There were some grade levels in some Explore Schools where the charter school students did well. In 7 of their 20 grade levels, less than 20 percent of the Explore Schools students scored at the bottom in Level 1. That includes 3 grade levels where the percentages were in single digits. But there was nothing comparable in any of the traditional public schools housed in the same buildings.
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Conclusion

By and large, in these six buildings, both the charter school students from the Explore Schools network and students from the various traditional public schools housed with them in these same buildings, failed to achieve “proficiency”—as defined by the New York State Education Department—in most of the grade levels, on both the English test and the mathematics test. Although this performance was well below that of the other four New York City charter school networks examined in this chapter, nevertheless a higher proportion of Explore Schools students achieved “proficiency” in more grade levels than did students in the traditional public schools housed with them in the same buildings.

This painful situation suggests the grim alternatives available for students in some low-income minority neighborhoods.

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS

The Uncommon Schools network of charter schools is not confined to New York City, but that is where they have had their most classes housed in the same buildings with traditional public school classes at the same grade levels. In school year 2017–2018, there were ten such buildings in New York City with classes at the same grade levels in both the Uncommon Schools charter schools and in one or more traditional public schools. It so happened that all of these schools were located in the borough of Brooklyn.

As for the ethnic composition of the students in the Uncommon Schools charter school samples in the ten buildings where they were housed together with traditional public schools, more than 90 percent of the students in both kinds of schools were either black or Hispanic in school year 2017–2018. A majority of both the Uncommon Schools students and the students in traditional public schools housed with them were classified as “economically disadvantaged” by the New York State Education Department.
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High Scores in English

On the English Language Arts test in 2017–2018, a majority of the charter school students in the Uncommon Schools network scored at the “proficient” and above levels in 15 of their 22 grade levels. Among the various traditional public schools in the same buildings, at none of their 25 grade levels did a majority of the students reach “proficient” or above on the English test. The proportion of students in these traditional public schools who reached the levels of “proficient” or above ranged from 9 percent to 44 percent. (Table 4A)

Low Scores in English

Among students who scored down at the bottom in Level 1 on the English Language Arts examination, in every grade level the proportion of students in these various traditional public schools exceeded the proportion of students in the Uncommon Schools charter schools who scored that low. The smallest difference was between 31 percent of the fifth-graders in a traditional public school and 28 percent of the Uncommon Schools fifth-graders in the same building. The largest difference was between the 48 percent of fourth-graders in one traditional public school class who scored in Level 1 and the 1 percent of Uncommon Schools fourth-graders who scored that low in the same building.

High Scores in Mathematics

On the New York State Mathematics test in 2017–2018, a majority of the charter school students in the Uncommon Schools network scored at “proficient” and above in 13 of the 18 grade levels in the ten buildings that they shared with traditional public school students. In three of those grade levels, a majority of the Uncommon Schools students scored at the top, in Level 4 alone. Among students in the various traditional public schools housed in the same buildings, in no grade level did a majority score as high as “proficient” or above. However, 50 percent of the fifth-graders in one traditional public school scored either “proficient” or above “proficient.” (Table 4B)
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Low Scores in Mathematics

Among students scoring down at the bottom in Level 1 on the mathematics test, in 17 of the 18 grade levels in which Uncommon Schools students were housed in a building with traditional public school students at the same grade level, the traditional public school students had a higher percentage of their students scoring that low. In most cases, the percentage of traditional public school students who scored in Level 1 was some multiple—as high as 62 to 3—of the percentage of Uncommon Schools students who scored that low. In the one instance where the traditional public school had a lower percentage of its students scoring at the bottom in Level 1 than did its Uncommon Schools student neighbors, the difference was small—29 percent versus 37 percent.

Conclusion

The overall performance of charter school students in the Uncommon Schools network was substantially better than that of most of the students in most of the traditional public schools housed with them in the ten buildings they shared. In the lone exception, the Herman Schreiber School in Brooklyn had a higher percentage of its fifth-graders score at the “proficient” Level 3 and above—on both the English test and the mathematics test—than the charter school fifth-graders in the same building. But this was a clear exception to the general pattern.

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLS

In school year 2017–2018, there were seven buildings in which Achievement First charter schools were housed with traditional public schools having classes at the same grade levels. As with the Uncommon Schools charter schools, these particular buildings were all in New York City’s borough of Brooklyn.

As for the ethnic makeup of the students, this usually varied little between the Achievement First charter school students and the traditional public school students housed in the same buildings and taking classes at the same grade levels. Black and Hispanic students combined ranged from 94 percent to 99 percent of the students in our sample from the Achievement First charter schools in these seven buildings.

In five of the seven buildings, more than 90 percent of the students in traditional public school classes in our sample were either black or Hispanic, while in the two other buildings, the proportions were 79 percent and 86 percent, respectively. In both of these latter cases, Asian students were 17 percent and 12 percent, respectively. Whites were not as much as 5 percent of the students sampled in any of these particular classes in these schools.

A majority of these students in both kinds of schools that were housed together were classified as “economically disadvantaged” by the New York State Education Department.9

High Scores in English

On the English Language Arts test in 2017–2018, a majority of the Achievement First charter school students scored at the “proficient” or above levels in 17 of the 18 grade levels in the seven buildings they shared with traditional public school students at the same grade levels. Among the traditional public school students, there were just 4 grade levels out of 18 where a majority of the students scored at the “proficient” level or above in English. All 4 of these grade levels were in the same school, the Philippa Schuyler Junior High School in Brooklyn. This school’s record on this test was comparable to the records of the more successful charter schools. Its majorities scoring at “proficient” or above ranged from 54 percent to 72 percent. (Table 5A)
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One other traditional public school had test results similar to those of the Achievement First charter school housed in the same building. But they were similar in that neither school had a majority of their students achieve “proficiency.” In this case, just 26 percent of the Achievement First fifth-graders in one building scored at the “proficient” level or above, compared to 29 percent of the traditional public school students in that same building.

The more general pattern, however, was one in which the percentage of Achievement First students scoring at the “proficient” level or above was some multiple of the percentage of traditional public school students who did so.

Low Scores in English

In all 18 grade levels that were the same for Achievement First charter students and for students in the traditional public schools housed with them, a higher percentage of the latter scored at the bottom in Level 1 on the English Language Arts test in 2017–2018. The most common pattern was that the percentage of traditional public school students who scored at the bottom in Level 1 was some multiple of the percentage of Achievement First charter school students who did so.

High Scores in Mathematics

On the New York State Education Department’s Mathematics test in 2017–2018, a majority of the Achievement First charter school students scored at the “proficient” level or above in 17 of their 18 grade levels. Among the traditional public school students at the same grade levels in the same buildings, there was just one out of 18 grade levels where a majority of those students scored at the “proficient” or above levels. These were fifth-graders in the Philippa Schuyler Junior High School, 76 percent of whom scored at “proficient” or better. (Table 5B)

Achievement First charter school students had the only grade levels where a majority of the students scored at Level 4—above “proficient”—in mathematics. There were six grade levels in four schools where a majority of the Achievement First charter school students scored that high, and these majorities scoring at the top ranged from 55 percent to 80 percent.
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Low Scores in Mathematics

In 17 of the 18 grade levels in seven buildings, the percentage of traditional public school students who scored down at the bottom in Level 1 on the statewide mathematics test was larger than the percentage of Achievement First charter school students who did so. In most cases, the percentage of traditional public school students scoring at the bottom was some multiple of the percentage of Achievement First charter school students who did so.

A rare exception were the fifth-graders in the Philippa Schuyler Junior High School, who tied the Achievement First fifth-graders, with zero percent scoring in Level 1 in both schools.

Conclusion

On both the New York State English Language Arts test and the New York State Mathematics test, the Achievement First charter school students did decisively better in five of the seven school buildings where they were housed with traditional public school students. In the other two buildings, the differences were not so pronounced.

OVERVIEW

Going beyond the five charter school networks in New York City, whose students were educated in from five to thirteen buildings with traditional public school students at the same grade levels, there are other charter school networks in New York City whose students were likewise housed with traditional public school students, but in fewer buildings, as well as many individual charter schools that were not part of any network, but whose students were also educated in the same buildings with traditional public school students at the same grade levels. Detailed test score data on all these charter schools can be found in Appendix I, with demographic data in Appendix II and data on “economically disadvantaged” and other special students in Appendix III.

The question here is: To what extent were the patterns seen among the five charter school networks discussed here also found among the much larger number of charter schools in the same circumstances in the city as a whole? When considering all such charter schools in New York City, and comparing their students’ test results with the test results of students in traditional public schools located in the same buildings, the patterns turn out to be strikingly similar to what we have already seen in the five charter school networks examined here in some detail.

The 65 charter schools in New York City in 2017–2018 that were located in the same buildings with traditional public schools—each with most of their students either black or Hispanic, and having one or more grade levels in common—had a total of 172 grade levels tested on the New York State English Language Arts test. In 65 percent of those grade levels, a majority of the charter school students scored at the “proficient” level or above. The 72 traditional public schools located in the same buildings had a total of 191 grade levels. In 14 percent of these grade levels, a majority of the students scored at the “proficient” and above levels on the English Language Arts test. In short, the disparity in achieving “proficiency” was nearly five to one.

On the New York State Education Department’s Mathematics test, 68 percent of the charter schools’ 161 grade levels had a majority of their students scoring at the “proficient” level and above. In the traditional public schools’ 177 grade levels, just 10 percent had a majority of their students scoring at the “proficient” level and above. Here the disparity in achieving “proficiency” was nearly seven to one.

In many cases, the disparities in educational outcomes between New York City charter school students and traditional public school students, educated in the same buildings, were greater than the black-white educational differences so widely discussed elsewhere. This may suggest that there are many reasons for educational disparities, and the reasons for these educational outcome differences cannot be reduced to those that are mentioned most often, or most loudly.

In April 2019, for example, the Wall Street Journal reported on test results in New York City’s charter schools in general and traditional public schools in general—that is, not confined to schools located in the same buildings:

The most recent state test results for grades 3–8 show that while the majority of New York students attending traditional public schools are not proficient in either math or English language arts (ELA), a majority of charter school students are.

For New York City, the charter performance is even more impressive when broken down by race. At city charters, 57% of black students and 54% of Hispanic students pass ELA, compared with 52% of white students statewide. It’s the same in math, with 59% of black students and 57% of Hispanics at city charters passing, against 54% of white students statewide.10

In a realm where educational failure has long been the norm—schools in low-income minority neighborhoods—this is success, a remarkable success. What is equally remarkable is how unwelcome this success has been in many places. What has been especially remarkable is that it has been the most educationally successful charter schools that seem to have drawn the most hostility, both in words and in deeds.

That hostility has come from many individuals and groups, and has taken many forms. One of the most common of these forms has been a simple numerical limit, imposed by law, on the number of charter schools permitted in a given state— utterly without regard to whether particular charter schools are producing good or bad educational outcomes. In recent years, there have been increasing efforts to restrict, obstruct and push back the role of charter schools. California produced sweeping anti-charter-school legislation in 2019,11 and anti-charter-school forces in New York City, among other places, have made similar headway.12 That is a painfully sad story that needs to be understood, if this door of opportunity for minority youngsters is not to begin to be closed by charter schools’ many adversaries.

Footnotes

* Even in professions where mathematics is not in daily use, the progress of the profession over time means that a doctor, for example, must keep up with new developments, and cannot keep treating patients on the basis of what was learned in medical school, years earlier. To keep up with new medications, technologies and treatments requires studying empirical data on the results of these things, which are often expressed in sophisticated statistical analyses which the doctor must be equipped mathematically to understand.


Chapter 3

HOSTILITY

What reason can there be to be hostile to successful charter schools? Actually, there are millions of reasons—namely, millions of dollars. The 50,000-plus students on waiting lists for admission to charter schools in New York City,1 where per-pupil expenditures average more than $20,000 a year,2 represent more than a billion dollars a year that could be lost by the traditional public school system in New York City alone, if all the students on those waiting lists were able to get into charter schools. And that is just the initial financial loss in one city during one year.

Substantial declines in the number of students remaining in traditional public schools would also mean fewer teachers employed there, and correspondingly declining union dues, since most charter school teachers do not belong to a teachers union. The sums of money involved in union dues nationwide are billions of dollars.

Schools of education would likewise be affected negatively, if many more students were able to transfer out of traditional public schools, where degrees in education are important for advancement in a teaching career, and go into charter schools, where those degrees mean far less than a teacher’s actual performance in educating students.

Although charter schools are a small part of the education sector—educating less than 10 percent of the students in kindergarten through high school nationwide3—the threat that they represent to a whole way of life in the much larger traditional public school system is out of proportion to their current size.

Charter schools’ rate of growth, over their relatively brief existence since the 1990s, has been much higher than that in the traditional public school sector. Over the period from 2001 to 2016, enrollment in traditional public schools rose 1 percent, while enrollment in public charter schools rose 571 percent.4 Moreover, the concentration of charter schools in low-income minority neighborhoods across the country has made them a far larger presence in those communities, with the net result that most charter school students nationwide are either black or Hispanic. Most important of all, the abysmal educational outcomes that have long been the norm in such communities have now been highlighted in the glare of disproportionately better outcomes in many charter schools in those same communities.

Not all charter schools are successful. But failing charter schools are no real threat to the education establishment’s traditional public schools. Failing charter schools can have their charters revoked, cutting off their access to the taxpayers’ money. This can happen more readily to a charter school than to a traditional public school that is either educationally deficient or financially corrupt. Failing charter schools can even be beneficial to the traditional public school establishment, in so far as the failures of some charter schools can be cited as reasons for restricting the growth and the operations of charter schools in general.

It is successful charter schools that are the real threat to the traditional unionized public schools. No charter school network examined here has been more successful educationally than the Success Academy charter schools in Harlem, Bedford-Stuyvesant, the South Bronx and other low-income minority neighborhoods in New York City—and none has been more often or more bitterly attacked in words and deeds.

POLITICAL HOSTILITY

No public official has made more sweeping or more hostile attacks on charter schools in general, and on the Success Academy charter schools in particular, than New York City’s Mayor Bill de Blasio. So his words—and deeds—deserve special scrutiny. During his 2013 election campaign for the office of mayor of New York, Mr. de Blasio singled out Eva Moskowitz—founder and head of the Success Academy charter schools—as a prime target. As the Wall Street Journal reported:

Mr. de Blasio explicitly campaigned last year against charters—and against Ms. Moskowitz in particular. In May at a forum hosted by the United Federation of Teachers, or UFT, the potent government-employee local: “It’s time for Eva Moskowitz to stop having the run of the place.… She has to stop being tolerated, enabled, supported.” In July, on his plans to charge charters—which are independently run public schools—for sharing space with city-run public schools: “There’s no way in hell Eva Moskowitz should get free rent, O.K.?”5

It is, of course, not Ms. Moskowitz who gets “free rent.” It is the children in charter schools who need classrooms, just as children in traditional public schools need classrooms. But educational authorities seldom build schools for charter school children, as they do for children in other public schools. Instead, charter school students are often housed in existing public school buildings that have space available.

This puts the power to deny classroom space to charter schools in the hands of local school district officials, who can protect their existing traditional public schools from competition by limiting charter schools’ capacity to expand and admit the many students on their waiting lists. In Boston, the number of students on waiting lists to get into charter schools there was nearly three times the number of students already in those schools. In absolute numbers, there were more than 25,000 students on waiting lists in Boston and—as already noted—more than 50,000 in New York City.6

Large numbers of students on waiting lists to get into charter schools are common in other cities. These include cities where there are school buildings that have been completely vacant for years, but which charter schools have been blocked from using.7 Teachers unions have opposed letting charter schools lease or buy unused educational facilities.8

Teachers unions are the politically strongest of the organizations opposed to charter schools. Their millions of members and millions of dollars in political campaign contributions9 ensure that there will be government officials—from the local to the national level—responsive to the teachers unions’ agenda. That agenda includes:

1. In addition to opposition to charter schools being allowed to teach their students in existing vacant public school buildings, teachers unions have opposed letting charter school students be taught in vacant classrooms in schools where traditional public school classes are housed.10

2. Teachers unions have also advocated placing legal restrictions on the number of charter schools permitted to exist.11 Many states already have such numerical limits,12 which are wholly independent of whether the quality of charter school education is better, worse or the same as in traditional public schools. Numerical “caps” on the number of charter schools permitted to exist—independently of their educational quality—make no sense, except as a way of restricting the exodus of students from traditional public schools.

3. Teachers unions have advocated placing restrictions on charter schools’ right to appeal adverse decisions by local school district officials to higher authorities.13 Murderers convicted in a court of law have the right to appeal, but apparently charter schools should not.

4. Teachers unions have opposed strict student behavior rules, such as those in “no excuses” charter schools, which can lead to more suspensions or expulsions of students for disruptive or violent conduct.14 Whether this opposition is philosophical or financial is not easy to determine. But every disruptive or violent student who is expelled, or who drops out of school after being repeatedly punished, costs the traditional public school system as much money in lost per-pupil allotments as a student who leaves to go to a charter school. If charter schools are able to maintain stricter behavioral standards than those in traditional public schools, then that can be seen as an “unfair” competitive advantage that should be ended.

5. Insistence that charter school teachers be required by law to have as many credentials—such as degrees from teachers colleges—as teachers are required to have in traditional public schools. This is depicted as an effort to guarantee that students in charter schools are taught by “qualified” teachers, even though in New York City’s low-income minority neighborhoods, charter school students taught by supposedly less qualified teachers end up achieving “proficiency” far more often than students taught by teachers who have more paper credentials.

What is similar in all these different particular policies is that there are usually no educational benefits to students for which a fact-based claim can be made to seem even plausible—and schools supposedly exist to provide educational benefits to students. But the benefits to adults seeking to restrict the competition from charter schools seem far more obvious. Since teachers unions have millions of members and spend millions of dollars on political campaigns, they do not need logic or evidence to gain the support of elected officials who need campaign contributions to finance their re-election campaigns.

Among the arguments addressed to the public by teachers unions is that “students in charter schools roughly perform the same as students in the rest of public education,” as the head of the American Federation of Teachers put it.15 Similar statements have been made by other critics of charter schools, even though comparing charter school students as a whole with traditional public school students as a whole is comparing populations that are very different, both ethnically and socioeconomically—and which have, for generations, had very different educational outcomes.

If, as this teachers union leader said, charter schools as a whole produce about the same rate of educational success as traditional public schools—whether locally or nationally—that differs only semantically from saying that the black-white education gap has been closed in charter schools located in some low-income minority communities, such as those in New York City. But facts are far too important to let them be obscured by the particular rhetoric in which they are expressed.

Much lofty rhetoric has been deployed by teachers unions in their public relations campaigns to promote their own interests, as if they were promoting the interests of schoolchildren. But the late Albert Shanker, head of the United Federation of Teachers, was honest enough to state the plain fact: “When schoolchildren start paying union dues, that’s when I’ll start representing the interests of schoolchildren.”16

Political Institutions

Enduring institutions with enduring personnel, such as teachers unions, can maintain a given set of policies and practices over time. But political institutions whose key personnel can turn over with each election seldom have such steadfastness over time. Even at a given time, government officials from different political parties can follow very different policies from one jurisdiction to another at the same time, depending on different political balances of power from place to place. Government institutions such as public schools are therefore subject to very different policies from place to place and from time to time.

Charter schools are often caught in these ever-shifting political cross currents. Favorable political climates for charter schools can turn unfavorable in the wake of just one election—and when it might turn back again is unknowable. In short, charter schools are politically embattled, and even their victories are subject to new attacks.

In New York City, as already noted, Bill de Blasio objected to Success Academy classes being held in the same buildings with traditional public school classes—even in a city where both the New York Post and the Wall Street Journal reported that there were more than 200 public school buildings that were half empty.17 Mr. de Blasio—campaigning with teachers union support—proposed various new restrictions on charter schools, including charging them rent for the space they use in public school buildings. But this threat did not go unanswered. Success Academy founder Eva Moskowitz organized her students’ parents and others, and led 17,000 people in a protest march across the Brooklyn Bridge, carrying signs that read: “Let My Children Learn.”18 It was reminiscent of an older saying: “Let My People Go.”

This was a continuation of clashes over educational issues between de Blasio and Moskowitz that began when both served on the New York City Council, and would later escalate after de Blasio was elected mayor.

Although the previous New York City mayor, Michael Bloomberg, had granted Ms. Moskowitz permission to locate three more of her Success Academy schools in the same buildings with traditional public schools—nevertheless, after Bill de Blasio became mayor, as the New York Times put it, he “followed his word with deed, canceling plans for three of her schools in New York City while leaving virtually all other charter proposals untouched.”19

Mayor de Blasio’s plans to charge charter schools rent again ran into political opposition from Ms. Moskowitz, who led 10,000 people to the state capitol in Albany, to seek Governor Andrew Cuomo’s help to stop Mayor de Blasio from charging rent. Mr. de Blasio also happened to be in Albany at the same time, addressing a crowd on different issues.

Moskowitz’s crowd dwarfed the mayor’s. Suddenly the governor was bounding down the Capitol steps, bellowing to the parents and TV cameras: “You are not alone! We will save charter schools!”20

The governor and the state legislators were able to pass legislation preventing Mayor de Blasio from charging rent to charter schools. In fact, the legislation mandated that the city government help pay the rent for charter schools that are forced to rent space elsewhere, after being denied space in existing public school buildings.21 The Success Academy won this particular battle, but the war against it and against other charter schools continued, on many fronts, not only in New York, but across the country.

The New York Times reported in 2019 that “political forces have turned decisively against charter schools over the last few years.”22 It was the same story as reported in the Wall Street Journal: “The school-reform movement is a victim of its own success as charters compete successfully with traditional public schools, prompting a political backlash from unions across the U.S.”23 Philanthropy magazine likewise reported similar trends and gave examples from around the country:

In New York City, Boston, Los Angeles, and other areas where alternative schools have chalked up remarkable results, politicos are suddenly turning down applications for new charter academies, and blocking schools from procuring buildings.24

EDUCATION OFFICIALS’ HOSTILITY

While there are many institutional arrangements—varying from state to state—for issuing and revoking the charters that authorize charter schools to operate and be financed as public schools, the dominant arrangement in most states is letting existing educational authorities set rules and policies for charter schools. This creates a situation in which existing officials representing the interests of existing traditional public schools, have both incentives and opportunities to impede the work of charter schools, in order to keep them from attracting many students out of traditional public schools. This can be done in a number of ways, including simply making it more difficult for charter schools to get sufficient classrooms to house all the students on their waiting lists.

One problem that charter schools across the country have had to contend with, which traditional public schools do not have to contend with, has been finding some physical space in which to hold classes. Schools are automatically built to provide classrooms for traditional public schools, but many charter schools are simply housed in whatever vacant space might happen to be available in existing public school buildings or to make whatever other kinds of arrangements they can. Those charter schools with access to outside money can rent space or buy space on the open market. But new, non-profit charter schools, without a track record that would attract outside money, may not have such options.

This situation has provided an opportunity for local school district officials to claim that there is no vacant space available in their traditional public schools—regardless of how many classrooms are in fact unused in existing school buildings, and regardless of how many school buildings have been completely vacant for years. Such tactics can block the creation of new charter schools or the expansion of existing charter schools that have a waiting list of students seeking admission.

In Detroit, where a drastic loss of population over the years has left a number of public school buildings entirely vacant, a public school district sold a vacant school building, with a proviso in the deed that the building could be used thereafter only for residential purposes.25 Meanwhile, Detroit Prep—a charter elementary school—was holding classes in makeshift quarters in a church basement. A newly created school, its students had not yet reached the third grade, where they would begin to take statewide education tests. But there were other indications that they were meeting or exceeding educational norms for their grade levels.26 Eventually, the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, an independent non-profit organization, reported on the controversy:

Detroit Prep was growing and needed to move out from the church basement and into a new location. Luckily, a mile down the road sits the former Anna Joyce Elementary School. It was part of Detroit Public Schools until the downsizing district permanently closed its doors in 2009. Five years later, district leaders sold the building to a private developer. Today the building sits abandoned and in disrepair, but it’s in a perfect location and is just the right size for an expanding Detroit Prep.27

Here the issue was not the Mayor Bill de Blasio argument against providing “free” classroom space to charter schools. Detroit Prep was prepared to buy the school building with its own money. But the local public school officials had already sold it to a developer, with the already noted restriction in the deed, which prevented the developer from selling it to the charter school. In this case, it took a combination of litigation, media exposure, public outcry and legislation to enable Detroit Prop to acquire that building.28

When questioned as to why he blocked the sale of the building to a charter school, the Detroit superintendent of schools asserted “the right of elected school boards to determine the future of their own assets.”29 But of course these buildings were not the school board members’ own assets. They were taxpayer-provided assets, provided for the express purpose of educating schoolchildren—that often ignored group in controversies surrounding charter schools. A member of the Board of Education put it plainly, that “there is no way we should be sustaining our competition.”30

It is not surprising that the traditional public school officials in Detroit feared the competition of charter schools, even though most Detroit charter schools were not comparable in quality to some highly successful charter schools elsewhere. However, even these less successful charter schools were an alternative to the traditional public schools in Detroit, whose student performance results were ranked the worst in the nation on National Assessment of Educational Progress tests in 2018.31 The Wall Street Journal reported:

Detroit charters are low performing—only 19% of students are proficient in English—but they’re better than the alternative. Charter students in Detroit on average score 60% more proficient on state tests than kids attending the city’s traditional public schools. Eighteen of the top 25 schools in Detroit are charters while 23 of the bottom 25 are traditional schools.32

The situation in Detroit is very relevant to arguments made by various critics of charter schools, who often argue that educational results in charter schools as a whole are no better than educational results in traditional public schools as a whole.33

This raises again the problem dealt with in Chapter 1, comparing apples and oranges. Gross comparisons are particularly irrelevant for parents in low-income minority communities, who face the practical problem of trying to find an available alternative when they want to take their children out of a failing traditional public school in their neighborhood. Their options seldom include traditional public schools as a whole.

The most obvious option—and perhaps the only one realistically available in many cases—can be some local neighborhood school, whose educational results are like those we have seen repeatedly in traditional public schools that are paired with charter schools in the same buildings in New York City’s low-income minority neighborhoods. There may be some fine traditional public schools in more upscale communities. But that can be completely irrelevant, if not a mockery.

Tactics similar to those used in Detroit have been used in other places across the country, to block the ability of charter schools to acquire space in which to expand, even when there are many students on waiting lists to get into charter schools and much empty space in traditional public schools. Indeed, such practices have become sufficiently widespread, and sufficiently well known, that a number of states have passed laws aimed at requiring public school district officials to make vacant school buildings available for use by charter schools. Such laws have been met with various evasions. A newspaper account in the Cleveland Plain Dealer, for example, reported:

A Cleveland School District plan for 30 closed buildings calls for slightly less than half to be torn down or used as storage. The rest would land in a classification that could be labeled “miscellaneous.”

By using vague designations or declaring that buildings are unusable, Cleveland can avoid Ohio’s requirement that the schools be offered to charter-school operators at fair market value.34

In other words, some public school officials would rather tear down vacant school buildings than let them be used by charter schools. Protecting their turf from competition is more important to them than letting classrooms be available for the education of children on waiting lists to get into charter schools.

In Cincinnati as well, a school district there sold nine buildings, “stipulating that the structures not be used for schools.”35 In Tucson, Arizona, in 2016 the Tucson Unified School District sold a building that had once been an elementary school to a developer for just under $1.5 million—after a charter school had offered $2.1 million.36 In 2018, a newspaper account reported that a new state law in Arizona would go into effect on August 3rd of that year, declaring that school districts “cannot pull a school off the market solely because a private or charter school is the highest bidder.” As a result:

The Tucson Unified School District is racing to sell its long-vacant Corbett Elementary School, attempting to beat the deadline for a new state law that could force it to sell to a charter or private school.37

The school building in question was closed in 2013—five years earlier—and the district spent approximately $30,000 a year on its maintenance.38

It was much the same story in Milwaukee, where in 2014 the city owned at least 15 unused school buildings, costing the taxpayers more than $1.4 million a year for maintenance. When the president of the Milwaukee Public Schools Board was asked what he thought about a pending proposal to pass a law, forcing the traditional public school board to sell vacant school buildings, his reply was that this would be “like asking the Coca-Cola Company to turn over its facilities to Pepsi so Pepsi can expand and compete with the Coca-Cola Company.”39

The analogy fails because the Coca-Cola Company bought and paid for its own assets, while the taxpayers bought and paid for the school buildings—for the purpose of educating children, not for the purpose of protecting incumbents in the education establishment from competition. Nevertheless, the school board president’s candid statement tells us much about what the real issues are in the charter school controversies, and the tactics often used to keep children from being able to leave traditional public schools and go to charter schools.

As of 2014, this intent to prevent competition was spelled out in a proviso that vacant school buildings in Milwaukee could not be sold for “competing use.” This included “use by any school operating under Wis. Stat 119.23”—Milwaukee’s parent choice program—or any school that “could have the effect of ‘diminishing Pupil Enrollment as compared to Pupil Enrollment in the immediately preceding School Year.’”40

A state law was passed in Wisconsin in 2015, mandating that school districts’ vacant property be sold to charter schools or private schools. But, in 2018, the Wall Street Journal reported, “the district still hasn’t sold a single vacant building to other schools despite 13 letters of interest from private and charter operators for 11 vacant buildings.” The city had not classified many unused buildings as officially “vacant.”41

It was a very similar story in Chicago. The Chicago Sun-Times reported:

Hoping to earn some much-needed cash and sweep away the troubles of vacant property, Chicago Public Schools officials are putting 40 empty school buildings up for sale, still with a caveat that they cannot be used for charter schools.42

In this case, these 40 vacant schools—costing more than $2 million a year in expenses—were not to be sold to “any K-12 schools that don’t charge tuition.” In other words, these buildings could be sold to private schools that charge tuition, but not to charter schools. Local school district officials understand that charter schools are their real competitors, not expensive private schools that low-income parents cannot afford, so it is charter schools that must be prevented from getting classrooms in which to teach students who are on their waiting lists.

The nation’s capital showed the same pattern of preventing charter schools from getting classrooms in which to teach more students. In school year 2015–2016, there were five public school buildings in Washington that were empty and six that were less than half full. School buildings that were no longer used as schools were used for administrative purposes, including being used by other government agencies and non-profit organizations.43 A commentary in the Washington Post in 2018 said that “buildings that used to be schools” in the District of Columbia were being turned into “apartments, retail spaces, museums and restaurants” in mixed-use developments, despite legal obligations to “give charter schools the right of first offer.”44

In Indiana, as in various other states, there is a law which requires public school districts with vacant buildings “to make those properties available to charter schools before selling to other buyers,” according to the Indianapolis Star. But this newspaper also reported that Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS) was “refusing to engage in negotiations” with two charter schools that were trying to lease a building from them. The Indianapolis Star raised an issue that would apply in many other cities across the country:

The cash-strapped school district’s dismissal of millions of dollars in potential revenue, just months before it plans to ask voters for a property tax increase, raises questions for at least one city leader about whether IPS is more motivated to find the best real estate deal for Broad Ripple High School or to keep charter schools—potential competitors—out of the building.45

In New York City, Success Academy founder Eva Moskowitz encountered claims that there were no vacant spaces available in existing public school buildings, but she produced official data showing where there were in fact vacancies in schools. These included a school building where the traditional public school had only 99 students in a building with a capacity for more than a thousand students.46 In 2015, the New York Daily News reported:

Dozens of times now, de Blasio and Schools Chancellor Carmen Fariña have declared no room at the inn, and dozens of schools have filed appeals to Albany. In 44 out of 45 cases, the state Education Department has forced the city to pay rent to get space on the private market.47

The charter schools won this particular battle but the war goes on, not only in New York but across the country. Under a front-page headline, “A Tug of War Over Empty Classrooms,” the Los Angeles Times, reported, “the district has gone so far as to demolish outdated and outlying buildings, which increases playground areas while also deterring charters from claiming available classroom space.”48

In Los Altos, California, it took “nearly a decade of heated negotiations and millions of dollars spent on legal battles” before the Los Altos School District and a local charter school reached a tentative agreement in 2019 to let the charter school have its own facilities. The agreement required the charter school to limit its enrollment to 1,111 students, virtually the same as its projected enrollment of 1,105 students for school year 2019–2020. The president of the Los Altos school board called the charter school’s growing enrollment an “existential threat to the district.”49 In other words, the legal right of parents to send their children to a charter school was capped, so that the local school district would not lose so many students, and the money those students represented.

Even when a state law authorizes the creation of charter schools, the existing educational establishment can delay all the myriad requirements for actually opening a charter school. For example, the Connecticut state government authorized the creation of charter schools in 1996. But, while charter schools have been created in various communities in that state—albeit with spending per student averaging a few thousand dollars a year less than for students in traditional public schools50—the city of Danbury, Connecticut, had still not allowed a single charter school to open, as late as 2018. As reported in a local newspaper:

The four-year effort to open the first public charter school in the city’s history has cleared a major hurdle—but still faces obstacles before it becomes a reality.

Now that the Danbury Prospect Charter School received approval from the state Board of Education on Wednesday, its leaders must turn to their next and most difficult effort: Convincing state legislators to fund the new school next spring.51

When it can take four years just to get a decision that would allow a proposal for a new charter school to reach the preliminary stage of being able to begin trying to get that school funded, it is not at all clear how many people trying to establish such a school are going to persist in the effort that long—much less how many parents will remain interested in sending their children to that charter school when it finally opens, if ever. This is just one of the ways in which slow-walking the process can impede the creation, maintenance or expansion of charter schools.

Similar tactics were reported in San Jose, California.52 After people trying to establish a charter school there were able to get adverse decisions by the local school board officials over-ruled by the state board of education and by a court, they were then offered space in a school some distance away from the building they wanted, and away from the community whose children they planned to enroll.53 Not all communities either need or want charter schools, nor are all charter schools designed to serve all communities. Therefore simply changing the location where a school building will be made available to a charter school can stifle its chances, even after it has won the legal right to get classrooms.

An almost textbook example of the zeal to shut down successful charter schools was a decision of the Oakland, California, school board in March 2013 to revoke the charter of the American Indian Model Schools (AIMS) for alleged financial misdeeds of a former head of this network of schools, Ben Chavis. These charges had not been tried in a court of law. Indeed, six years later, after a federal investigation, the following outcome was reported in the Wall Street Journal:

Last week the U.S. attorney’s office in San Francisco quietly dropped all charges of financial impropriety against Mr. Chavis. He pleaded guilty to a technical violation unrelated to any of the initial allegations.54

Ben Chavis was sentenced to probation. But the schools had been scheduled to be shut down six years earlier, at the end of the school year in 2013.

A court injunction against the school board’s order prevented that from happening. When the Oakland Unified School District appealed to a higher court, its appeal was rejected unanimously by the appellate judges. The court’s ruling pointed out that the educational achievements of the students were “the most important factor in determining whether to revoke a charter.”55

Clearly that was not the most important factor to the local school board. The Oakland Tribune reported that another court pointed out that “the American Indian middle school had the highest Academic Performance Index for all of Alameda County in 2012 and was the fourth-highest performing middle school in the state that year.”56 That same year Newsweek magazine listed an American Indian charter school among the top 100 public high schools in the nation.57

A study the previous year found the American Indian Model Schools to be “the highest-performing charter school network in the state, by a wide margin.” Regardless of its name, the American Indian charter schools have served low-income minority students in general. A local newspaper reported: “Low-income black and Hispanic AIM students actually outperform the statewide averages for wealthier whites and Asians. AIM even outperforms Lowell, one of San Francisco’s most respected and academically selective high schools.”58

The haste to try to close down this charter school network, over legal issues not yet tried in court, and having nothing to do with the education of students, is another painful revelation of the mindset of those preoccupied with protecting their own turf from competition—and the loss of money when students transfer to charter schools. It also tells us something about how little the education of students weighs in the balance in their actions, as distinguished from their rhetoric. When a network of highly successful charter schools was threatened with extinction, based on unsubstantiated charges against a man who was already a former principal, that tells us more than any rhetoric.


Chapter 4

ACCOUNTABILITY

If we are serious about the education of children—and there are few things more important to be serious about—we need to pay far more attention to specific facts and far less attention to slippery words and phrases that obscure those facts. Surely this is an issue important enough for us to distinguish talking points from serious arguments, and to test fashionable beliefs against hard evidence.

One of the criticisms often made against charter schools is that they are not “accountable” the way traditional public schools are, because they are allowed more autonomy in their internal operations. But the word “accountability” has very different meanings in practice, and those who use it seldom bother to define what they mean. The most fundamental question is: Accountable to whom and for what?

Traditional public schools are accountable for following innumerable rules, regulations and teachers union contract provisions. In New York City, teachers union contracts have been a monument of micromanagement. As New York City’s former Chancellor of Public Schools Joel Klein put it, the teachers union contract is “an extraordinary document, running for hundreds of pages, governing who can teach what and when, who can be assigned to hall-monitor or lunchroom duty and who can’t, who has to be given time off to do union work during the school day, and so on.”1 The California Education Code has more than 2,500 pages.2

This is accountability for following procedures. It is not accountability for end results, such as the quality of educational outcomes for students. That is precisely what teachers, principals and administrators in many, if not most, traditional public schools do not have and apparently do not want, judging by their fierce attacks on what they call “high-stakes testing” being used to judge the success or failure of students, teachers and schools. These tests are part of the kind of accountability that can affect teachers’ employment, pay and promotion in many charter schools. These charter schools typically do not have the kind of micromanaging procedural accountability. They have accountability for end results.

The difference is fundamental. It is the difference between putting the emphasis on inputs and procedures, rather than on outputs, in terms of educational results for students.

Nothing so highlights this fundamental difference as the traditional public school policies and practices as regards standards of accountability for teachers’ job performances and personal conduct in unionized traditional public schools. What also needs scrutiny are the standards—or lack of standards—of accountability for administrators who have used the school buildings they control, paid for by taxpayers for educating students, to instead prevent students from being educated in those buildings, if the students seek to go to charter schools.

TEACHER ACCOUNTABILITY

In 2010 the New York Times reported that there were “about 550” New York City public school teachers in “rubber rooms,” costing the city “$30 million a year.”3

The more sedate official term for these places was “Temporary Reassignment Centers,” but the bizarre circumstances involved have led, over the years, to use of the term “rubber rooms,” which had previously been used to describe padded rooms for some patients in mental hospitals.

The teachers reporting to Temporary Reassignment Centers in various parts of New York City were teachers who did no teaching, nor anything else, because education officials did not want them in the classrooms for various reasons, ranging from incompetence to misconduct. And yet these teachers could not be simply fired, under the highly restrictive provisions of the schools’ contracts with the teachers unions. To fire them could take years of minutely specified procedures, and they were not wanted in the classroom while this long process dragged on.

In 2009, a New Yorker magazine article estimated the number of teachers in the city’s “rubber rooms” as more than six hundred, and described their routine:

The teachers have been in the Rubber Room for an average of about three years, doing the same thing every day—which is pretty much nothing at all. Watched over by two private security guards and two city Department of Education supervisors, they punch a time clock for the same hours that they would have kept at school—typically, eight-fifteen to three-fifteen.4

During all the time spent in the “rubber room,” teachers not only received their full salary but also continuing contributions to their retirement fund and continued accumulation of seniority.

One of the teachers in a “rubber room” was there because she had been found unconscious in a classroom with 34 students, and a fellow teacher who came near her smelled alcohol. After two years in the “rubber room,” she and the school system reached a negotiated agreement. She would be allowed to return for one semester of teaching, and then be reassigned to non-teaching duties in a school office, where she would be retained as long as she submitted to random alcohol testing.

Eventually, however, she passed out in the office, and was unable even to blow into a breathalyzer to be tested for alcohol. But alcohol was found in her water bottle, so she was able to be fired, under the special terms of her special agreement.5 But that such an arrangement had to be negotiated, after two years of her being paid for doing nothing in a “rubber room,” was one sign of how much more costly it would have been to have tried to fire her outright, when she was first found passed out in a classroom and smelling of alcohol. This woman was not typical of teachers, nor is that the point. The point is to show to what extremes the tenure protections of unionized teachers can be carried.

By contrast, in many charter schools teachers can be fired just for being incompetent. They do not get second, third and fourth chances to ruin the education of second, third and fourth classes of students. But unionized teachers who are hard to fire, even for some egregious behavior, make the idea of firing traditional public school teachers merely for incompetence seem almost quixotic. Moreover, the teachers in traditional public schools who are not egregious do not face either penalties for poor teaching or rewards for outstanding teaching, as do teachers in successful charter schools that both reward and penalize on the basis of which teachers get better or worse results from students.

It should also be noted, as former chancellor of New York City’s schools Joel Klein pointed out, that in addition to teachers in the “rubber rooms,” costing the city tens of millions of dollars per year, there was also another category called the “absent teacher reserve.” These were “more than 1,000 teachers who get full pay to perform substitute or administrative duties because no principal wants to hire them full-time.”6 These other teachers cost “more than $100 million annually,” according to former chancellor Klein. He also mentioned still another category of teachers:

Then there were the several teachers accused of sexual misconduct—at least one was found guilty—whom union-approved arbitrators refused to terminate. The city was required to put them back in the classroom, but we refused to do so. Of course, the union has never sued to have the teachers reinstated. It just makes sure these deadbeats stay on the payroll with full pay and a lifetime pension.7

As regards teachers in the “rubber room,” the political embarrassment when they were revealed in the press led to different arrangements being made. The New York Times reported in June 2010: “Beginning in the fall, those teachers will perform administrative duties or, if they are deemed a threat to students, be sent home.”8 At the time, there were estimated to be “roughly 700 teachers and administrators spread among seven reassignment centers, where they were sent after being accused of transgressions as small as persistent tardiness and as serious as sexually harassing students.”9

As for the “absent teacher reserve,” in November 2017 Education Week reported, under the headline “‘Absent Reserve’ Teachers Heading Back to New York City Classrooms”:

Hundreds of New York City teachers who’d lost their full-time positions but stayed on the payroll are back in classrooms or headed that way.

About a third of those teachers have faced legal or disciplinary charges, and 12 percent of teachers in the pool received a rating of “ineffective” or “unsatisfactory”—the two lowest.

District officials announced this summer that schools that hadn’t filled all their teaching positions by Oct. 15 would be assigned educators from the “absent-teacher-reserve” pool. The district has said it expects to fill 300 or 400 vacancies that way.

The move has caused upheaval, with critics accusing the district of instituting “forced placement” of teachers and putting unfit people in front of students. The district disputes those claims.10

Note that this is not about a few isolated teachers, here and there, but hundreds of teachers in one city, whom principals can be forced to accept back into classrooms when vacancies remain unfilled in mid-October. While all these hundreds of teachers have not immediately found places in school classrooms, the fact that such a program exists may reduce a political problem for Mayor de Blasio, who can point to his efforts to reduce the problem, perhaps reducing the number of politically damaging stories in the media about hundreds of teachers getting full pay for performing substitute or administrative duties. What the educational consequences for the children they teach will be is another matter.

Extreme job protection under teachers union contracts is by no means confined to New York City. The Los Angeles Unified School District spent 3.5 million dollars trying to fire 7 teachers—that is, half a million dollars per teacher—and ended up able to fire only 4 of them.11 In Woodside, California, it cost a school district $584,000 to try to fire just one teacher—unsuccessfully.12 It is against such a background that it is possible to understand why mere incompetence is seldom enough to get a unionized teacher fired.

None of this is new or unusual. For decades, a common phrase, “the dance of the lemons,”13 has been used in discussions of a widespread practice of transferring teachers out of schools where their behavior or lack of competence has become a local scandal, with potential repercussions for local officials. Because of the enormous investment of money and time required to try to fire them, under the terms of teachers union contracts, such teachers—the “lemons”—are simply passed from school to school.

The educational system has thus saved itself huge money costs. But an even more exorbitant cost may be paid—for a lifetime—by the students, when they are taught by teachers whose main reason for being in the classroom is that it is prohibitively expensive to try to get rid of them.

To Professor Diane Ravitch of New York University—long a critic of charter schools and defender of traditional public schools—“tenure means due process.”14 But if “due process” has any definable meaning, and hence boundaries, then there must also be undue process beyond those boundaries. It would be hard to find a clearer example of undue process than the bureaucratic labyrinth that schools are required to go through, in order to fire a unionized teacher with tenure. Data from the New York State School Boards Association, as reported in the Wall Street Journal, showed that “firing an incompetent teacher on average takes 830 days and costs $313,000.”15 That is more than two years, and even that does not guarantee that an incompetent teacher will be fired.

Professor Ravitch responds to critics who “say that the dismissal process is too cumbersome and too costly” by agreeing that “the issue should not take years to resolve,” and saying: “It is the job of the state and the district to negotiate a fair and expeditious process to handle charges and hearings.”16 But are we now discussing tenure in the real world, in unionized public schools? And public officials elected with teachers union campaign contributions? The only schools that children can go to are schools in the real world, including unionized public schools that have failed—for generations—to produce the kinds of educational outcomes widely achieved today in New York City’s low-income minority neighborhoods by the charter schools that Professor Ravitch attacks.

“Accountability,” as applied to unionized teachers in traditional public schools, is accountability for having such inputs as academic credentials and seniority—but not accountability for such educational end results as how well their students learn the subjects taught. Whatever the merits or demerits of particular formulas, or practices, for linking teacher performance to rewards, the complete divorce of the two things is surely a sacrifice of children’s education—and futures—to the organized and entrenched self-interests of adults in the education system.

ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY

The accountability of educational administrators in traditional unionized public schools is, like the accountability of teachers, seldom an accountability for educational results. Indeed, as we have seen, they are not held accountable, even when they deliberately impede the education of children, by withholding classrooms from charter schools with thousands of children on waiting lists. Nor are administrators held accountable for failing their fiduciary responsibility, by not selling vacant school buildings to charter schools that may offer a higher price than developers who bid for the same buildings for residential or commercial uses.

Between micromanagement by school system rules and teachers union contracts, there is inherently less scope for managerial decisions in traditional public schools than in private industry or in charter schools. Public school administrators are responsible for following administrative procedures, enforcing current educational policies and responding to political pressures. But that is very different from being held accountable for the consequences, in terms of the education of students.

TEST ACCOUNTABILITY

The Role of Tests

In virtually every kind of organized endeavor—whether industrial, medical, musical, military, financial or innumerable other organized activities—there is usually some point where people are tested for the quality of what they are doing—usually with consequences when that quality is below what was expected or required. Only among defenders of traditional unionized public schools is it considered an unjustified imposition to judge students, teachers or schools by how much learning has actually taken place. But standardized tests seem especially appropriate in a subject like mathematics, where there is little room for subjective criteria.

Professor Diane Ravitch and others make a sharp distinction between diagnostic tests—used by teachers to track how well students are learning what is being taught, so as to make adjustments for teaching individual students or classes—as contrasted with “high-stakes” tests that lead to positive or negative consequences for students, teachers, or schools. According to Professor Ravitch, “testing should be used diagnostically, not to hand out rewards or punishments.”17 Consistent with that premise, she declares:

Test scores should remain a private matter between parents and teachers, not shared with the district or the state for any individual student. The district or state may aggregate scores for entire schools but should not judge teachers or schools on the basis of these scores.18

There could hardly be a clearer repudiation of accountability for educational end results. Amid Professor Ravitch’s many declarations of things other than teachers and schools that might be causes of low educational outcomes in low-income minority communities, it is hard to find anything that could test whether teachers or schools might have any conceivable effect, whether large or small, on educational achievement gaps. Her position is consistent, if nothing else: “The achievement gaps are rooted in social, political, and economic structures. If we are unwilling to change the root causes, we are unlikely ever to close the gaps. What we call achievement gaps are in fact opportunity gaps.”19

The very consistency of this logic makes it vulnerable to refutation by facts. The educational achievement gap between students in low-income minority communities and those in the larger society that Professor Ravitch said was unlikely ever to close has in fact already been closed in New York City’s charter schools—but not in the traditional unionized public schools in the same buildings with them. While Professor Ravitch is a prominent advocate for the argument she makes, such arguments are widespread, among intellectuals, politicians and—above all—teachers unions.

To the teachers unions, and those who march in lockstep with them, what is fundamentally wrong with annual standardized tests is that these are “high-stakes” tests—tests with consequences. But life is high stakes! Nowhere are the stakes higher than for children born into low-income minority families, with not only less money, but usually also less education and fewer contacts in the wider world that could help their children advance into a better life.

Test Score Evidence

Tests of mathematics and English are among the plainest and most direct forms of accountability for results—and they are widely condemned by critics of charter schools. These critics prefer input accountability, such as teachers’ academic degrees and seniority. According to Diane Ravitch, high-stakes testing has led to “the harm it inflicted on children and public schools.”20 She asserts, without evidence, that tests “quash imagination, creativity, and divergent thinking.”21 But it is not obvious how these qualities—however desirable in some contexts—are essential for mathematics at the levels taught in the public schools.

Algebra is centuries old, geometry is thousands of years old, and arithmetic is even older. How are schoolchildren’s “imagination, creativity, and divergent thinking” supposed to affect mathematics, even if these qualities were not “quashed”? And how are we to know that students even understand these subjects without testing them?

If students cannot master mathematics, there is a whole spectrum of professional occupations from which they will be automatically barred as adults. And if they have also not mastered the English language, there is yet another range of professional occupations that will be, for all practical purposes, off-limits to them.

That is the real meaning, and painful implications, of those schools where a majority of the children are scoring down at the bottom at Level 1 in mathematics. No rhetoric can change that. What Diane Ravitch refers to as the “harsh sanctions” of standardized testing22 in the schools are as nothing compared to the bitter and lasting consequences that life has waiting for those who go out into the world as adults, with neither skills nor the educational foundation for acquiring skills that would give them a better life.

Curriculum

The effects of standardized tests on the kind of curriculum followed by schools has become a major point of contention by those opposed to both standardized tests and those charter schools whose students do exceptionally well on those tests. The argument is that an emphasis on such tests tends to narrow the curriculum to those things that are tested, at the expense of other important things that are not tested. Professor Daniel Koretz, of the Harvard Graduate School of Education, is one of those who have argued along these lines:

We can’t make the mistake again of settling on just a few goals that are uncontroversial—who can argue with more learning in math and reading?—and pretending that the other important stuff will come along of its own accord. It won’t.23

A similar argument has been made by Professor Ravitch:

What do the most demanding families seek in a school? Whether they are parents in an affluent suburb or parents whose children attend an expensive private school, they expect their children to have much, much more than training in basic skills. They expect their children to study history and literature, science and mathematics, the arts and foreign languages.24

Whatever the merits, in the abstract, of some of these things that are said by Professors Koretz and Ravitch, such arguments are like something out of Alice in Wonderland when applied to children unable to do arithmetic in their neighborhood public school, nor be fluent in the language of the wider society beyond their neighborhood—a society which they must ultimately deal with as adults. As the principal of a Washington, D.C. school put it, “I’m not going to put my kids in art when they can’t read.”25

For low-income minority students, a mastery of mathematics and English is a ticket out of poverty, and a foundation for developing skills in a wide range of professions. Without such skills, these children will be lucky to find decent jobs when they reach adulthood, much less fulfilling careers. To say, as Professor Koretz does, that there is “other important stuff” in no way changes the need for trade-offs, or even triage, in the education of some students from an educationally impoverished background.

Wherever anyone wants to go—whether literally or figuratively—they can get there only from where they are. And people from different social backgrounds are in very different places educationally. There is no need for a one-size-fits-all education, even if that presents a tableau pleasing to adults with a particular social vision. In many contexts, it is necessary to keep reminding ourselves of the fundamental fact that schools exist to educate children—and that children differ greatly in what they bring to school.

Mathematics and English may be depicted as narrow subjects, but their applications in the real world are far from narrow. Moreover, the bugaboo of “teaching to the test,” as it applies to mathematics, seems hard to distinguish in practice from simply teaching algebra, geometry or arithmetic. If a mathematics test asks for the distance from home plate to second base on a baseball diamond—a square, with 90 feet on each side—you either know the Pythagorean theorem or you don’t. It doesn’t matter whether you learned it for a test or for its own sake.

As a practical matter, the ability to determine distances without physically measuring them can be important in many contexts. Optical rangefinders, based on mathematical principles, have been used from photography to naval warfare, where this can be a matter of life and death. Skills exist for a reason. They are not just an arbitrary obstacle course in schools.

It is hard to escape the conclusion that the real objection to standardized tests in a subject like mathematics is that the results cannot be evaded or concealed by rhetoric. Even the most talented dispensers of rhetoric cannot talk away the painful—and tragic—failures of too many schools in low-income minority neighborhoods to provide their students with a basic foundation in arithmetic for the higher mathematical skills required in a growing range of professions. These educational failures are harder to conceal when other children from the very same neighborhoods are mastering those same skills in the very same buildings.

The mastery of language, like the mastery of mathematics, is crucial. Not just “important stuff” but crucial. Language is the vehicle in which knowledge, skills and analysis are conveyed. The precision, complexity, subtlety and depth of what is conveyed by words can vary enormously—and consequentially—whether receiving or sending information, or when interacting with others in innumerable ways in a wide range of very different settings.

Understanding reasons why students from some social backgrounds may sometimes require different trade-offs in their education does not imply that all the charges made against charter schools by their critics are true, as regards regimenting students in test-preparation isolation. In fact, the longer school days and longer school years in many charter schools, such as the Success Academy and the KIPP schools, mean that there is more total time available in these schools for doing many things. Nor is the often-promoted “boot camp” image of education in charter schools, made by such people as Diane Ravitch,26 consistent with what is known by those who have bothered to check out the facts.

An observer who had been a Senior Fellow of the Manhattan Institute visited a Success Academy charter school in Harlem and found a very different scene from that depicted in anti-charter-school rhetoric:

In one room, the chess team prepared for the national tournament; in another, students worked on the school newspaper; down the hall, students rehearsed a musical; in other rooms, students worked on art projects or learned computer coding. Success’s debate and chess teams have begun to win national awards.27

A Senior Director of the Center for Education at the Pacific Research Institute reported that the Success Academy was “arranging field trips for students to visit museums, theaters, circuses, and other notable venues”—these trips numbering “about twenty per year.” A writer who spent a year observing a Success Academy charter school in the Bronx reported that Success Academy students “get science every day.” They also take “art, music, dance, and chess.”28 The same writer reported: “More than their public school peers, Success Academy scholars spend a good deal of time out of the classroom on ‘field studies.’”29 Yet again, the world of facts differs greatly from the world of rhetoric by critics of charter schools.

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

One of the most often used arguments against charter schools is that they “take money from the public schools,” making it harder for the public schools to do their job. Often-repeated phrases about how charter schools “siphon”30 money from traditional public schools or “drain”31 money from traditional public schools insinuate a process very different from what happens in the real world. It is not charter schools that determine how many students transfer to them from traditional public schools. That initiative is in the hands of parents. And it is the transfer of students that causes money to be transferred with them, since these children cannot be educated without money to pay for the things that education requires, beginning with teachers and books.

The Division of Money

None of this is rocket science. Americans are a mobile people. At any given time, millions of American families are moving from one neighborhood to another, from one city to another and from one state to another. When families with children move from the east side of Manhattan to the west side of Manhattan, and the children go from one public school district to a different public school district, does anyone think it strange that the taxpayers’ money—provided to educate those children—goes where the children go, rather than remaining back in the district they left? There is no public angst or outcry about the transfer of money to follow the children—unless the children are going from a traditional public school to a public charter school.

What is the money for, if not to educate children? Why are traditional public schools then less able to educate a smaller number of students with a correspondingly smaller amount of money? If 20 percent of the children in a traditional public school district leave to go to charter schools, and 20 percent of the money is transferred with them, the amount of money per pupil has not gone down in the school district they left.

Critics of charter schools who express great concern about the money “lost” by traditional public schools seldom mention that per-pupil expenditures provided by local, state and federal government sources for children in charter schools are, on average, less than per-pupil expenditures on traditional public schools nearby.32 That difference has been an average of 28 percent less for charter school students nationwide. For an average-sized charter school, that difference has been estimated as being enough to pay the salaries and benefits for at least 20 teachers.33

Some critics of charter schools argue that there are some fixed costs in the traditional public schools that may not go down when students depart. But the magnitude of these fixed costs is seldom—if ever—quantified, much less compared to the financial disadvantages of charter schools which get less taxpayer money per student, or compared to the tens of millions of dollars paid annually to unionized teachers in New York City’s “rubber rooms” who were doing no teaching. Moreover, fixed costs seem to attract no attention at all when students transfer from one traditional public school to another.

Nevertheless, fixed costs are a talking point, and apparently that is sufficient for those trying to block charter schools from being able to receive students from their waiting lists.

Money is sometimes discussed in another context by critics of charter schools—namely, that many successful charter schools receive, in addition to the taxpayers’ money, donations from wealthy individuals and foundations. Here, yet again, we must go back to basics and put this issue in the context of schools as a place for educating children, rather than a place for preserving the vested interests of adults. How are any children, in any kind of school, made worse off when voluntary donations are added to the taxpayers’ money for some charter schools?

It should also be noted that voluntary donations to charter schools are not automatic. Educational achievements can attract money and sustain a continued inflow of money, but that does not mean that big money is what creates the achievements in the first place. Although the KIPP network of charter schools is today the largest network of non-profit charter schools in the country, the first KIPP school had very financially shaky beginnings.

The idea of starting this charter school originated with two young men in their twenties—Michael Feinberg and David Levin—who had finished college and volunteered for the Teach for America program, which sent recent college graduates to teach in low-income minority neighborhoods. Based on their own experiences, and some ideas from a more experienced black teacher colleague, they decided to create their own school. In seeking money to finance the first KIPP school in Houston, Michael Feinberg sent out letters to more than a hundred corporations and foundations, asking for an appointment to discuss the financing of their project. None of those he wrote to gave him an appointment, much less money, and most did not even reply.34 The joint money-raising efforts of these two young men produced a total of $4,000.

Eventually, however, they encountered a local furniture store owner, known as “Mattress Mack,” who decided to help them financially to get started, with a few dozen students educated in makeshift quarters. Statewide tests later “showed that almost every KIPP student had moved up two grade levels in just one year.”35 Such results helped put them on the map, and media attention—notably on network television’s “60 Minutes”—helped attract money. But it was not big money that created the educational results.

Conversely, even extravagant spending does not guarantee educational benefits. As a result of a lawsuit over the racial composition of students in a Kansas City, Missouri, school district, a federal district judge in 1987 ordered a massive increase in spending on such things as an Olympic-sized swimming pool, a planetarium, a 25-acre wildlife sanctuary and classes with a teacher:student ratio of 1:13. In 1992, the Wall Street Journal reported: “Construction alone has cost $500 million and counting.”36 The total spending ended up exceeding a billion dollars.37

All of this was done to counteract the effects of “white flight,” which had left no-longer-officially-segregated schools almost as overwhelmingly black as they had been during the era of legal segregation. These amenities were intended to lure white students back to these schools, and that in turn was intended to raise the educational level of the black students, in accordance with prevailing views in the courts and beyond. As the St. Louis Post-Dispatch reported, years later:

What has been the effect? More failure. The students who were supposed to profit aren’t doing better, but worse. High school dropout rates… have soared and now exceed 60 percent—more than double the national rate. Black grade-school students score lower on reading and math tests than they did when the experiment began.38

At one time, statistics in various communities often showed that per-pupil spending on the education of minority youngsters was significantly lower than per-pupil spending on white youngsters. Yet, long after that situation began changing, and in some cases reversed, the argument that more money was the key to better education continued unabated, despite a failure of changed spending patterns to produce corresponding changes in educational outcomes.39

The Effectiveness of Money

Of course it takes money to run a school. But the great emphasis on money differences as an explanation—or excuse—for differences in educational outcomes ignores the plain fact that the most fundamental things are among the least expensive to teach. Mathematics has been taught for centuries, requiring nothing more expensive than a book, pencil and paper for students, and chalk and a blackboard for teachers. Many “innovative” and “exciting” new gimmicks on tangential projects in schools are likely to be far more expensive.

Nevertheless, it remains a common defense of substandard educational outcomes in the traditional unionized public schools to claim that money is the reason—that the schools have “inadequate funding” and that poverty is the reason minority students cannot learn. Such explanations are presented as if they were unchallenged, axiomatic truths. But, in fact, such explanations have been challenged over the years, not only by scholars who have analyzed empirical data,40 but also by some government officials in both political parties. Back in 1967, Democratic Senator Robert F. Kennedy of New York, in an exchange with Commissioner of Education Harold Howe, said:

I wonder if you would make a comment… as to whether we are, in fact, doing more than just putting money in the hands of the authorities and whether we are just continuing practices that have been in existence for decades and which have not, in my judgment, achieved the education of the deprived child.41

Senator Kennedy clearly did not regard the spending of more money as the answer:

I think what we do is appropriate sums of money and, in many of these communities and cities and areas of the system, the money goes into the educational system and they continue exactly what they have been doing for the last several decades, which means not educating the child properly and means turning out children undertrained to meet this world’s needs.42

Years later, Secretary of Education Roderick R. Paige, in a Republican administration, likewise said:

After spending $125 billion of Title I money over 25 years, we have virtually nothing to show for it.43

More recently, Professor Walter E. Williams of George Mason University reported:

In 2016, in 13 of Baltimore’s 39 high schools, not a single student scored proficient on the state’s mathematics exam. In six other high schools, only 1% tested proficient in math. In raw numbers, 3,804 Baltimore students took the state’s math test and 14 tested proficient. Citywide, only 15% of Baltimore students passed the state’s English test. Money is not the problem. Of the nation’s 100 largest school systems, Baltimore schools rank third in spending per pupil.44

In most endeavors, spending substantially more money usually has some tangible effect. Expensive clothes, cars or cameras are usually better in some noticeable way. This is also true in private schools, where those schools with outstanding reputations for educational quality can charge higher tuition and still have an ample supply of students. But, in traditional public schools, an ample supply of students is assured by compulsory attendance laws, regardless of the quality—or lack of quality—of their education. This is especially so in low-income neighborhoods, where parents are unable to send their children to expensive private schools when they are dissatisfied with the local public school.

In these circumstances, the assignment of particular students to particular schools, based on where those students live, has long virtually guaranteed district school monopolies within each geographic area, regardless of whether the education in one public school district was better or worse than the education in another public school district. Special exceptions may allow some students to escape their local district schools45 but mass escapes are very unlikely unless there is some free alternative, such as public charter schools or inexpensive alternatives such as some low-cost Catholic parochial schools.

Local monopolies of schoolchildren living in a given district do not make public school officials or teachers union officials indifferent to money. Their jobs, their pay, promotions, and power all depend on how much money comes into the system for them to dispense. That in turn depends on how many students are in the system—but it does not depend on whether those students are adequately educated. It is the physical presence of these students that is financially crucial, because that is what brings the taxpayers’ money into the system. But once that money is in the system, there is nothing to guarantee that it will be spent to improve the education of students.

Perennial complaints about “inadequate funding” of public schools, sometimes accompanied with accounts of a shortage of school supplies, and particular teachers who have spent their own money to buy some of those supplies for use by their own students, are by no means proof that there is insufficient money in the system. How the money is spent is a crucial question seldom asked.

Before Eva Moskowitz became founder and head of the Success Academy charter schools, she was an elected official who headed a committee of the New York City Council with oversight of the city’s public schools. Among the things she discovered was that there were public schools where the bathrooms had no toilet paper.46 But the tens of millions of dollars spent annually on teachers in the “rubber rooms,” who were doing no teaching, would probably have bought a lot of toilet paper and other needed supplies.

Public charter schools do not automatically get students from compulsory attendance laws. Children come to charter schools because their parents choose to have them apply, and the luck of a lottery usually determines who becomes eligible. Like private schools, public charter schools must offer an education that attracts students and their parents. While charter schools do not charge tuition, the quality of their education can attract voluntary donations from wealthy individuals and foundations.

The net result is that all three of these different kinds of schools—traditional public schools, private schools and public charter schools—tend to have policies and practices consistent with the incentives and constraints that each kind of school faces.

Students’ Family Incomes

Sometimes money is said to be a major factor in educational outcomes in a very different sense. Professor Diane Ravitch is one of many to cite poverty as one of the “root causes” of substandard educational outcomes in low-income communities.47 Correlations can be cited in support of this view but, as statisticians have often warned, correlation is not causation. Professor Ravitch herself recognizes that, on other issues.48

Even where there is causation, that by itself tells us nothing about the direction of causation. Poverty might cause low educational outcomes—or parents’ low educational outcomes might be a cause of family poverty, when a lack of basic skills prevents parents from getting well-paying jobs. In such cases, their children’s low educational outcomes could be a result of behavior patterns similar to that of their parents. It could be possible to devise empirical tests to determine which of the various explanations fit the facts. But those who are content to have a talking point need not trouble themselves to find out.

One set of relevant evidence is that there have been vast differences in educational outcomes between charter schools and the traditional public schools housed in the same buildings with them, even though most of the data in Appendix III show no comparable socioeconomic magnitudes of differences between students in these two kinds of schools.

Conversely, large socioeconomic differences do not predestine correspondingly large educational outcomes. In 2019 the Success Academy charter school network as a whole had a slightly higher percentage of its students reach the “proficient” level and above—in both mathematics and English—than did any of the three New York State public school districts with the highest percentages of their students scoring at the “proficient” level and above. The average family income of children in the Success Academy charter schools was $49,800. The average family income of children in the three highest scoring public school districts in New York State ranged from $153,369 to $291,542.49


Chapter 5

STUDENT DIFFERENCES

The most fundamental fact about traditional public schools is that compulsory attendance laws guarantee that children of all sorts of dispositions and capabilities must attend. To assume that they all want to be there, and are all striving to achieve success there, is to ignore the most blatant realities. There is no reason to have expected any such thing, and such expectations defy painfully large amounts of evidence to the contrary, not only in the United States but in other countries as well.

Whatever the intellectual or other potential that human beings may have at the moment of conception, that is no measure of what developed capabilities they will have when they enter schools. Nor is their intellectual potential at the moment of conception even a measure of their “native intelligence,” because research has shown that nutritional differences among pregnant women have produced IQ differences when their children were old enough to be tested.1 There is no equality of circumstances, even in the womb. Newborn babies do not enter the world with equal chances, even in a society with equal opportunity for people who have equally developed capabilities.

Where one might expect to find the greatest equality—among children born to the same parents and raised in the same home—there are nevertheless striking inequalities, not only in the United States but also in countries on the other side of the Atlantic, as shown by studies going back as far as the nineteenth century.2 A specific example of a general pattern was shown by a study of National Merit Scholarship finalists. More than half the finalists were the first-born child in their family, whether in two-child, three-child, four-child or five-child families. Even in five-child families, the first-born was the National Merit Scholarship finalist more often than the four other siblings combined.3

Other studies have shown that first-born children tend to average higher IQs than their siblings, and to be over-represented in various kinds of achievements, ranging from leading composers of classical music to astronauts.4 Children who were an only child had similar above-average achievements.5 This suggests that undivided parental attention in early childhood has long-run benefits. This conclusion is also consistent with the fact that twins tend to have slightly lower average IQs than people born singly6—but not by as much if one twin is still-born or dies early.7 Lesser parental attention is also received by children raised by a single parent—and such children have, on average, far more problems when growing up and in adulthood—again, not just in the United States but also on the other side of the Atlantic.8

Even among people whose IQs are all in the top one percent, there have been large disparities in their educational and other outcomes, differing with the kinds of families in which they were raised.9 When we add socioeconomic differences, the probabilities of equally developed capabilities among children become even less likely—not just from differences in money, but from very different child-rearing practices in different socioeconomic classes.

Children of parents with professional occupations hear nearly twice as many words per hour as children of parents with working class occupations, and more than three times as many words per hour as children in families on welfare.10 Moreover, the kinds of words are also different—overwhelmingly more positive and encouraging words than negative or discouraging words in families where the parents have professional occupations, and more negative and discouraging words than positive and encouraging words in families on welfare.11 Can anyone believe that such different treatment throughout children’s formative years makes no difference in how they develop?

There is no point arguing as if there is some “natural” or probable equality of developed capabilities, so that unequal outcomes are evidence or proof of some malign intervention that has thwarted this “natural” or statistically probable outcome which has been assumed. Even if we assume a natural equality at the moment of conception, that does not imply a natural equality of development in different circumstances.

The implicit assumption of a natural equality of capabilities is at the heart of social visions that attribute differences in outcomes to some malign external factor which has prevented that supposedly natural equality from being found in educational, economic or other outcomes. None of this denies that there has also been malign treatment of individuals and groups—on every continent inhabited by human beings, and over thousands of years of recorded history. Inhumanity to fellow human beings has long been a painful reality. But it has no monopoly as a cause of differences in outcomes. There are too many other factors—many of them beyond any individual or social control—making equal capabilities, or even equal striving for the same things, very unlikely.

Fierce controversies as to whether differences in educational, economic and other outcomes are due to genetic differences or to social injustices often ignore the possibility that there are many other causes of disparate outcomes, including differences in what people want to do, and are prepared to invest their time and efforts in trying to do.

If Asian Americans are greatly under-represented in professional basketball, for example, that is not necessarily because they are innately incapable of playing the game or because there are evil people determined to keep them out. We should at least not dismiss the possibility that many Asian Americans may be culturally oriented toward putting their aspirations and efforts in other directions—where they tend to be quite successful. Other groups as well have particular endeavors in which they excel and other endeavors where they are either unsuccessful or virtually non-existent. Even groups whose educational or socioeconomic outcomes in general are substandard tend nevertheless to have some particular endeavors in which they not only hold their own but excel.12

Given the many factors operating against an equal development of capabilities among individuals and groups—including demography13 and geography,14 each of which can have huge consequences for individuals, groups and nations—we may never have a definitive answer to the question as to why some individuals and groups do better in some things than do other individuals and groups. However, we live with less than definitive answers to many questions, and even make progress nevertheless. But dogmatic certainty is a greater threat, when it narrows the many causes of inequalities to whatever fits a particular social vision. That is a danger all too often found in the field of education, as regards the education of schoolchildren.

Differences in capabilities and outcomes are not automatically anybody’s fault. Whose fault is it that someone was the last child born in a family, rather than the first? That their parents had little education, while other parents had much education? Or that they were raised in a culture that exalts other things more so than education? These are facts of life, and they cannot all be dealt with by social crusades against villains. Nor can these problems be solved by the make-believe equality of “inclusion” rather than by the harder task of creating genuine equality of educational achievement.

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES

Because differences between different groups of American schoolchildren have so often been discussed in a context of race—a subject often generating more heat than light—it may be helpful to begin by discussing some of these educational issues in a different society, with different demographics and a different social history. Both the similarities and the differences may offer a new perspective on some important issues.

Attitudes Toward Education

In his deeply perceptive book Life at the Bottom, Theodore Dalrymple reported on his first-hand experiences as a physician in a hospital located in a low-income, predominantly white underclass neighborhood in England—where many students had negative attitudes toward school and hostile attitudes toward those of their classmates who wanted to learn:

If you don’t mend your ways and join us, they were saying, we’ll beat you up. This was no idle threat: I often meet people in their twenties and thirties in my hospital practice who gave up at school under such duress and subsequently realize that they have missed an opportunity which, had it been taken, would have changed the whole course of their lives much for the better.15

The beatings meted out have included some that required medical attention in a hospital emergency room, where the victims were treated by Dr. Dalrymple. Others have ended up in the emergency room after having deliberately taken overdoses to avoid the prospect of such beatings.16 In England, as in the United States, there have long been people promoting the idea that low incomes are automatically due to social injustices—class injustices there to a predominantly white underclass—and that class solidarity in opposition to the larger society is the remedy. Some young people in low-income communities take this to mean opposition to the school system, and resent students in their community who strive for success within that system.

Even aside from such incidents of violence, the whole atmosphere in schools in such neighborhoods is often antithetical to education. In Life at the Bottom, Dr. Dalrymple said, “I cannot recall meeting a sixteen-year-old white from the public housing estates that are near my hospital who could multiply nine by seven (I do not exaggerate). Even three by seven often defeats them.”17 The distinguished British magazine The Economist reported that white 16-year-olds in the borough of Knowsley had worse test results “than do black 16-year-olds in any London borough.”18 Among students from families with incomes low enough to make the students eligible for free school meals, black African pupils were among those who scored higher on standardized tests than white British pupils, according to a 2016 report from a British research group.19

If this racial disparity in British education seems strange, compared to racial disparities in the United States, a major difference between the two countries is that most blacks in Britain are not descended from African slaves in Britain—but are immigrants, or offspring of immigrants, from Africa or the Caribbean. Many other non-whites in Britain are immigrants or the offspring of immigrants, largely of Asian ancestry. In general, this non-white population of Britain, which has largely immigrated there, is often successful, both educationally and economically,20 as such groups as African and Asian immigrants often are in the United States as well.21

On both sides of the Atlantic, these non-white immigrants have been spared generations of indoctrination in the ideology of victimhood, grievance and entitlement—which is the legacy of England’s white underclass instead. Sending young people out into the world without basic skills, but well supplied with resentments and rhetoric, is not doing them any favor, on either side of the Atlantic, and regardless of the color of their skin.

One significant difference between the two countries is that, with most of the underclass in England being of the same race as the majority population, such things can be discussed more openly there, without fear of being accused of racism. There has even been a popular song in England with the title “Poor, White, and Stupid.”22

The same educational phenomenon occurs in both countries, despite racial differences in their respective underclasses. Moreover, 16.6 percent of the students are classified as functionally illiterate in both countries,23 and there are schools in England which have been described as being “on the knife-edge of anarchy”24—a situation not uncommon in some American schools. Moreover, negative reactions by some youngsters in school to positive educational efforts and educational achievements among their peers have also been found among Maoris in New Zealand and Burakumin in Japan.25

The taboo against discussing such things openly in the United States works to the disadvantage of the very people that taboo is supposedly protecting. Those black or Hispanic youngsters who are motivated to learn can pay a social penalty, at least, from classmates of their own ethnic background in some schools. An empirical study of more than 90,000 black, white and Hispanic students in grades 7 through 12 found that, among black and Hispanic students whose grade-point averages are above some level—2.5 among Hispanics and 3.5 among blacks—they have fewer friends of their own ethnicity.26

Hispanic students with a grade point average of 4.0 were found to average three fewer fellow Hispanic friends, unlike white students with the same grade point average, who suffered no such loss of fellow white friends.27 Reduced numbers of friends of the same ethnicity by black students with high grade-point averages has likewise been part of a pattern of negative responses by their peers to black students perceived as “acting white.” An empirical study of the “acting white” phenomenon by Professor Roland G. Fryer of Harvard concluded that this pattern “is most prevalent in racially integrated public schools” and is “less of a problem in the private sector and in predominantly black public schools.”28

In other words, what critics call “segregated” charter schools are schools in predominantly minority communities, where motivated minority students are educated among other motivated minority students. In these settings, such students can freely pursue academic achievement without the negative social pressures that can be acute in some racially integrated schools where minority students with behavior patterns and academic achievements similar to those of white students in those schools can be seen as traitors to their race who are “acting white.” In England, the parallel phrase is “class treachery.”29

This is not to say that racially homogeneous schools should be sought as a goal. But it does suggest that, where charter schools are located in predominantly black and/or Hispanic neighborhoods, the reality of educational success should not be sacrificed for the rhetoric of “integration” or “diversity.” The successful educational track record of these charter schools, and the contrasting educational futility of racial “integration” crusades, both demonstrate that white classmates are neither necessary nor sufficient for non-white students to achieve educational success.

“Segregation,” “Integration” and “Diversity”

For many generations, black schoolchildren were, by law, educated in schools separate from those in which white schoolchildren were educated—universally throughout the South, and at various times also in Northern communities, either by law or de facto by gerrymandered attendance zones or in other ways. Back in 1896 the Supreme Court of the United States ruled that racial segregation was not in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of equal protection of the laws, if segregated facilities for blacks were “separate but equal.” For more than half a century this “separate but equal” doctrine prevailed, despite numerous and blatant indications that the separate schools for black children were by no means equal in resources or otherwise.

The historic 1954 Supreme Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education repudiated the “separate but equal” doctrine, with Chief Justice Earl Warren declaring that separate schools were “inherently unequal.” In the atmosphere of acclaim for this overdue landmark decision, few questioned the implications of the rationale that schools whose students were all black were inherently unequal.

Nevertheless, only about a mile from the Supreme Court building where this pronouncement was made, was an all-black school—Dunbar High School—which sent a higher percentage of its graduates off to college than any white public high school in Washington.30 As far back as 1899, when there were four academic public high schools in Washington, students from this all-black public high school* scored higher on tests than two of the three white public high schools.31 Over the next half-century, alumni of this all-black high school went to some of the most elite colleges in the country, graduating Phi Beta Kappa from Harvard, Yale, Amherst and other top-tier academic institutions.32

The first three black women to receive a Ph.D. in America were all from this high school—two as students and one as a teacher.33 Other alumni of this school included the first black federal judge,34 the first black general,35 the first black Cabinet member36 and the first black tenured professor at a major national university37—as well as Dr. Charles Drew, who became internationally recognized for his pioneering work on the use of blood plasma.38 Separate schools were not “inherently unequal.” As happens all too often in the history of ideas, even the correction of a demonstrably false idea can go too far in the other direction, and introduce another false idea.

The Jim Crow laws in the South, like the apartheid laws in South Africa, did not simply separate blacks from whites, but deliberately discriminated against blacks in innumerable ways. The separation facilitated the discrimination. Major League Baseball did not admit black players until 1947. But that did not make black ballplayers inferior, even though they played in a separate league of their own. After black players entered Major League Baseball, there were seven consecutive years when no white player won the National League’s Most Valuable Player award.39

The logical corollary of Chief Justice Warren’s pronouncement was that black students needed to be educated in the same schools with white students, for the education to be equal. Even though the 1954 decision did not say that, this logic took over, and years were spent busing black children to white schools in search of higher educational results that were expected to close the racial educational achievement gap—but which it failed to do. Closing the racial gap in educational achievement began to happen on a large scale long after the busing crusade was over, and it happened largely in overwhelmingly non-white charter schools, of which the Success Academy charter schools in Harlem and other low-income minority neighborhoods are a classic example.

Social crusades, however, have their own momentum, and mere facts are often unable to stop them. The slipperiness of words has allowed critics of charter schools to condemn them for being “segregated.” Anti-charter-school intellectuals, politicians and organizations have repeatedly raised the cry of “segregation” against charter schools located in low-income minority communities such as Harlem, Bedford-Stuyvesant and the South Bronx.40

To Professor Diane Ravitch, for example, substandard educational levels in traditional public schools in such communities are not the problem, and charter schools are not the answer, because “charters will not end the poverty at the root of low academic performance.”41 Instead, what she sees as needed are broader social policies:

We should set national goals to reduce segregation and poverty. In combination, these are the root causes of the achievement gaps between economic and racial groups.42

In short, Professor Ravitch sees the problem as not being in the educational system, but in a failure of the larger society to deal with poverty and a lack of racial integration. But, in terms of hard evidence, New York City charter schools that have had no capacity to end either poverty or racial concentrations of minority students have nevertheless closed the racial achievement gap in education.

Another prominent intellectual opposed to charter schools—Jonathan Kozol, whose book The Shame of the Nation has the subtitle The Restoration of Apartheid Schooling in America—argues that the way to counter negative peer pressure against minority students seeking educational excellence “is to change the make-up of their peers by letting them go to schools where all their classmates are not black and brown and poor.”43 But the research by Professor Roland G. Fryer of Harvard showed that it is in the very kinds of schools recommended by Mr. Kozol that the “acting white” hostility to black students seeking educational achievement is strongest.44

Some people have made a plausible-sounding argument that black students need not only educational skills but also a social familiarity with the culture of the larger white society around them. A statement quoted approvingly by Jonathan Kozol is that the historic Brown v. Board of Education decision “was not about raising scores” for non-white students “but about giving black children access to majority culture, so they could negotiate it more confidently.” The same source quoted approvingly by Mr. Kozol also declared: “It is foolhardy to think black children can be taught, no matter how well, in isolation and then have the skills and confidence as adults to succeed in a white world where they have no experience.”45

Plausible as this argument might seem, what was dismissed as “foolhardy” is precisely what Dunbar High School graduates succeeded in doing, for generations, as they went on to become “the first black who” had various educational and professional achievements, paving the way for other blacks to follow. The fact that an idea sounds plausible, and is consistent with the prevailing social vision, does not exempt it from the test of empirical evidence.

The school system and the city in which Dunbar students lived were by no stretch of the imagination racially integrated. Not only were the schools racially segregated by law in Washington, prior to the Brown v. Board of Education decision, as late as 1950 there were movie theaters, restaurants, and hotels in Washington where blacks were simply not admitted as customers, as well as a taxi company that carried no black passengers, except at the train station, where it was required to accept all travelers. A suburban amusement park in nearby Glen Echo, Maryland, refused to admit black children. This of course in no way justifies racial segregation and discrimination. But it does justify basing conclusions on facts rather than rhetoric.

Professor Gary Orfield of UCLA is one of the leading figures among those who are still fighting the educational battles of the past, on the assumptions of the past, that racial “integration” is imperative for improving educational outcomes for minority students.

Professor Orfield has condemned “the rapid growth of charter schools” which “has been expanding a sector that is even more segregated than the public schools.” Charter schools are themselves public schools, but Professor Orfield found it “particularly distressing that charter schools enroll a disproportionate share of black students and expose them to the highest level of segregation.” He has called charter schools “apartheid schools with zero to one percent white classmates, the very kind of schools that decades of civil rights struggles fought to abolish in the South.”46

Here, yet again, the central function of a school—to educate students—receives remarkably little attention, compared to other things that preoccupy some adults. Unlike other public schools, charter schools can receive only children who voluntarily apply. Therefore charter schools are in no position to mix and match racial or ethnic groups for “diversity,” in order to create a tableau to fit the preconceptions of Professor Orfield, Jonathan Kozol or other adults. Professor Orfield may choose to call this “shoddy educational and civil rights policy”47 but hard data on educational outcomes tell a very different story.

What seems truly questionable is the use of words like “segregation” and “apartheid” to describe statistics. A dictionary definition of the verb “segregate” reads: “to separate or set apart from others.”48 It is something imposed by someone on someone else. That is why racial segregation in the United States and apartheid in South Africa were abhorred. But is opening a school in a community whose population is already heavily of one racial or ethnic background segregating that population? In most cases, whatever caused that racial or ethnic concentration existed before the first charter school existed.

If a charter school opens in New York City’s Chinatown, and all the children who enroll are Chinese, is that segregation? Should we have expected Irish or Jewish children in Chinatown? Neither racial segregation in the United States nor apartheid in South Africa were just statistical conditions. Nor would people have fought, and even put their lives on the line, if segregation and apartheid were just statistical conditions.

Even using the redefined definition of “segregation,” a nationwide empirical study of 4,574 school districts found very little difference in the proportion of racial minority students in charter schools, compared to traditional public schools in the same districts. For example, “if the average district in the sample shut down all of its charter schools, we would expect its overall segregation of black and Hispanic students to decline from 15.0 to 14.2 percent.”49 Is this what all the sound and fury is about—a difference of less than one percentage point?

The use of the words “segregation” and “apartheid” in situations where there are racial concentrations not imposed by a particular institution, in charter schools or elsewhere, is by no means confined to Gary Orfield. The same ambiguous words have been used by Jonathan Kozol, Diane Ravitch and others.50 A large feature article in the New York Times in 2019 was titled “Then as Now, a Fight over School Segregation.”51 It was about the fact that highly selective New York City public high schools, such as Stuyvesant High School, have students whose ethnic backgrounds are very different from the ethnic backgrounds of the New York City population as a whole.

It was not even claimed that these schools chose students on the basis of race or ethnicity, since students were selected by admission test scores. Moreover, the racial or ethnic proportions of students are not fixed over time. While Asian students vastly outnumber black students admitted to Stuyvesant High School today, back in 1971 black students outnumbered Asian students at Stuyvesant.52 At one time, critics called Stuyvesant a “free prep school for Jews.”53 Depicting a pattern as proof of an intention or a policy is the seemingly invincible fallacy of presuming that order implies design, so that statistical differences in outcomes imply that somebody prevented the less fortunate from succeeding.

We have already seen just some of the many reasons for statistical differences in outcomes for individuals, groups and nations—even among children born to the same parents and raised in the same homes, as well as major differences in educational and other achievements among people who were all in the top one percent in IQ.54

Scholars who have studied the facts about social differences in many countries have often reached conclusions similar to that of eminent French historian Fernand Braudel: “In no society have all regions and all parts of the population developed equally.”55 By contrast, the proportional representation—used as a norm by social theorists who regard disproportionalities as automatically evidence of discrimination—has not been shown by those theorists to have existed in any nation, anywhere in the world, or any time over thousands of years of recorded history.

It is a painful irony that people who are promoting the make-believe equality of “inclusion” and “diversity” in schools are attacking charter schools that are producing the real equality of educational achievement.

Sorting and Unsorting Students

Although cultural differences have often been discussed in the context of differences between ethnic or socioeconomic groups, such differences are both present and consequential within the same ethnic or socioeconomic groups. Differences in student attitudes toward education within both black and Hispanic populations, for example, have already been noted. There have been similar internal cultural differences within innumerable other ethnic groups in countries around the world. One consequence is that they tend to sort themselves out internally, as well as being sorted out by others.56

When there is a charter school in a Harlem neighborhood, for example, there is no need to assume that parents who try to get their children into that charter school have the same cultural values and personal priorities as parents who do not. While some critics of charter schools may depict these schools as cherry-picking the students they admit57— despite the widespread use of lotteries for admissions purposes— there is no need to overlook the possibility that highly motivated parents may be more common among the parents of children in charter schools.

The importance of self-motivation, by both parents and students, in the educational process has been used by critics of charter schools, and defenders of traditional public schools, as an “unfair” advantage that charter schools have, because traditional public schools have to accept all students, motivated or not. As Diane Ravitch put it: “Our schools cannot improve if charter schools siphon away the most motivated students and their families in the poorest communities from the regular public schools.”58 But the issue is not so simple as that.

While those parents who enter their children’s names in the lotteries for admission to charter schools may well be more motivated to promote their children’s education, and to cooperate with schools in doing so, those who win in these lotteries are greatly outnumbered by those who do not win— as in other lotteries in general. In 2017, for example, there were 17,000 applicants for 3,000 places available in the Success Academy charter schools.59 When charter schools take a fraction of the children from motivated families, why does that prevent the traditional public schools from comparably educating the remaining majority of children from those motivated families?

A survey of empirical studies in various cities indicates that students who were motivated to enter lotteries for admission to charter schools— but who did not win in these lotteries— did not subsequently do as well in the traditional public schools as those who happened to be lucky enough to win and enter charter schools. For example, the Wall Street Journal reported:

In New York City, Stanford economist Caroline Hoxby found that students accepted by lottery to charter schools were significantly outpacing the academic progress of their peers who lost the lottery and were forced to return to district schools.

Florida State economist Tim Sass and colleagues found that middle-school students at charters in Florida and Chicago who continued into charter high schools were significantly more likely to graduate and go on to college than their peers who returned to district high schools because charter high schools were not available.

The most telling study is by Harvard economist Tom Kane about charter schools in Boston. It found that students accepted by lottery at independently operated charter schools significantly outperformed students who lost the lottery and returned to district schools.60

A study published in a scholarly journal at the University of Chicago in 2015 found that, among students who entered a lottery for admission to a charter school in Harlem, those who were admitted subsequently scored “higher on academic achievement outcomes” than those who did not win admission. Moreover, the proportion of girls who subsequently became pregnant was less among the girls admitted to the charter school, and the boys were “less likely to be incarcerated.”61 Apparently charter schools do make a difference, and it is not just a matter of who was motivated to enter the lottery.

The often-repeated argument that traditional public schools must take all the students who show up does not mean that they must lump them all together when teaching them. If some successful charter schools today benefit from having many highly-motivated students, as critics claim, there is nothing to prevent traditional public schools from having the same beneficial effects from the even larger number of highly-motivated students who entered the lottery for a charter school but did not win. If officials who decide policies for traditional public schools prefer instead policies based on such concepts as “inclusion” or “diversity,” then responsibility for the educational consequences that follow is theirs, and are not the fault of charter schools.

If some parents decide not to enroll their child in a charter school when confronted with academic or behavioral standards they are not used to, or if they withdraw their children later after discovering that they find the standards too hard, that is not simply the charter school expelling students in order to maintain a good record. How critics could possibly know how many of these internal decisions were made for what particular reason is one of many mysteries about how some charter school critics reach their conclusions.

A leading charter school critic, Professor Diane Ravitch of New York University, has based a sweeping conclusion on her interpretation of charter schools’ educational results:

Charter schools are a failed experiment. Study after study has shown that they do not get better test scores than public schools unless they screen out English-language learners and students with profound disabilities. 62

There have been studies that reached opposite conclusions as to whether charter schools get better test scores than traditional public schools,63 and if Professor Ravitch chooses to believe those studies that fit her assumptions, so be it. But as to her accusation that charter schools “do not get better test scores than public schools unless they screen out English-language learners and students with profound disabilities,” that is something that can be tested empirically.

A nationwide study comparing the proportion of students with disabilities in both charter schools and traditional public schools, found that the average difference between the proportion of students with disabilities in traditional public schools was higher by about two percentage points.64 Statistics cited by Professor Ravitch herself, in her book Reign of Error, showed that “while 11 percent of students in the nation have disabilities, charter schools enroll only 8 percent.”65 In 2019, the New York Post reported that “20,847 students with disabilities make up 18.5 percent of total charter enrollment, vs. 19.4 percent in the rest of the public system.”66 In other words, the difference was just under one percentage point.

Are differences of these magnitudes— from one to three percentage points— supposed to explain away charter school students’ better educational outcomes than the outcomes in traditional public schools in the same communities? Such differences may provide talking points, but are such talking points the way to evaluate the education of children for whom education is one of their few hopes for a better life?

STUDENT DISCIPLINE DIFFERENCES

Despite the plain fact that students come from many very different backgrounds—on both sides of the Atlantic—and exhibit very different behavior patterns, the prevailing preconception and policy in many public schools is that statistical disparities in the disciplining of students from different racial, ethnic or other social backgrounds must be due to biased treatment of those students, rather than to any possible differences in student behavior.

The illogic of this was pointed out, years ago, in a landmark study titled No Excuses by Abigail Thernstrom and Stephan Thernstrom. They cited data showing that black students “are two-and-half times as likely to be disciplined as whites and five times as likely as Asians.” But, as they also pointed out, from the same data, whites were disciplined at a rate twice that of Asians. Was that racism against whites? If not, then why was it automatically racism when blacks were disciplined two and a half times as often as whites?67

The Thernstroms also showed that the differing rates of school discipline were highly correlated with differing proportions of children raised in single-parent homes in these three groups. But the rate of disciplining of black students was not correlated with whether their teachers were predominantly white or included a substantial proportion of teachers who were black. In fact, one study indicated that, when teachers were asked to characterize which of their students were disruptive, black teachers named black students more often than did white teachers.68

The seemingly invincible fallacy that differences in outcomes between groups can only be due to other people’s biases against particular groups, not to any differences in the behavior of the groups themselves, has led to school policies directed at reducing statistical disparities between groups in such disciplinary actions as suspensions or expulsions for disorderly or violent conduct. Here, as in other contexts, school officials’ “accountability” has meant accountability for carrying out specified policies and procedures— not accountability for the educational consequences of those policies and procedures.

The consequences of reducing statistical disparities in rates of punishment have included imperatives to reduce the statistical rate of punishments in general. Since one cannot increase the rate of punishment for groups with low levels of disruptions and violence, the only viable alternative for reducing statistical disparities is to reduce the rate of punishment of students in groups with higher levels of disruptions and violence. Moreover, students themselves become quite aware when there is little or nothing that teachers can do to them when they misbehave.

Just how far the degeneration of school discipline can go was illustrated by incidents when David Levin, a co-founder of the KIPP schools, was a beginning teacher in a traditional public school in Houston, under the Teach for America program:

One of the older children walked across the room during class, zipped down his fly, pulled out his penis, and asked a girl for oral sex. Levin sent him to the principal. He was sent back in thirty minutes. Another student threw a book at Levin’s head. The office kept him an hour before sending him back, sucking on a Tootsie Pop.69

The point here is not to claim that these are typical offenses, but to demonstrate how egregious student behavior can become and still be tolerated under existing policies and practices in some traditional public schools.

Later, when Levin and Michael Feinberg founded the first KIPP school, their policy was “instant and overwhelming response to any violation of the rules.”70 This is what led some critics of KIPP school discipline to give the schools’ initials the meaning “Kids In Prison Program.”71 The analogy fails, however, because students in KIPP charter schools—as in other charter schools—are there by choice and are free to leave. Instead, KIPP charter schools have grown over the years, to become the nation’s largest non-profit charter school network. An observer of a KIPP charter school in the Bronx, where its students were housed in the same building with a traditional public school, found this scene at lunchtime:

At lunch on any given day, children from the same neighborhood, eating the same food, at the same time, in the same room are a portrait in contrast. On one side of the room the KIPP students, all but two in attendance, are seated in order and eat while they talk in quiet, conversational tones. On the other side of the room, chaos is breaking out. Although a full third of the local school students are missing, lunch monitors scream at the children through bull horns, desperately trying to maintain control.72

An account by another observer of a Success Academy class of second-graders, riding the subway on a field trip to the Brooklyn Bridge, seems similar to the account of KIPP school students:

Few things will empty a subway car of cranky commuters more quickly than rambunctious school groups. But their fellow riders seem either indifferent or charmed by the well-behaved second graders.73

Though neither behavioral standards nor any other single factor is likely to explain why some schools do much better than others, it is hard to imagine how educational quality can be maintained amid bedlam. Yet the behavioral standards in charter schools have repeatedly come under fire from critics, and the ability of charter schools to maintain such standards have been restricted by law in California’s 2019 educational “reforms.”74

Unsubstantiated accusations of excessive harshness in student discipline are in keeping with a more general notion that unjustified punishment against minority students is the beginning of a “school to prison pipeline.” The opposite possibility—that lax discipline in school can lead to habits of lawless behavior by young people, increasing their chances of ending up in prison as adults—is seldom mentioned, much less tested empirically.

Reports of disruptions and violence—against both fellow students and teachers—have become common around the country.The Minneapolis Star Tribune, for example, reported that a St. Paul high school teacher was “choked and body-slammed by a student and hospitalized with a traumatic brain injury.” It added:

Though many—including St. Paul school officials—seem reluctant to acknowledge it, the escalating violence and disorder follow a major change in school disciplinary policies. In recent years, district leaders have increasingly removed consequences for misbehavior, and led kids to believe they can wreak havoc with impunity.75

According to Education Week, when a New Jersey teacher leaned over to talk to a disruptive student, “the student struck her in the face, causing Andrews’ neck to snap backwards.” This “caused permanent nerve damage.” The result:

The student was suspended for a week for disrespect toward a teacher—not for assault—and then returned to Andrews’ classroom in Bridgeton, N.J.

When Andrews asked her principal to permanently remove the student from her classroom, she says the principal told her to “put on her big girl panties and deal with it.”76

In this case, the teacher was able to successfully sue the school board. But it can be difficult even to get accurate statistics on assaults against either teachers or other students when both the data and the definitions are controlled by the very authorities who promote lax discipline policies—and who are “accountable” for reducing suspension rates, but not “accountable” for the educational consequences.

In New York City, for example, after Mayor Bill de Blasio’s administration reduced suspensions, “the de Blasio administration removed the vast majority of school-order-related questions on the NYC School Survey.” Nevertheless, in this case, teachers and students indicated that the school climate “deteriorated dramatically when de Blasio’s reform was implemented (i.e., from 2013–14 to 2015–16).”77 Students reported more physical fighting and gang activity.78

At the federal government level, there was a further major restriction of disciplinary actions against disruptive and violent students. On January 8, 2014, a joint declaration by the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Department of Justice, in a “Dear Colleague” letter to school officials, declared that “Federal law prohibits public school districts from discriminating in the administration of student discipline based on certain personal characteristics.”

Statistical disparities were now being equated with discrimination, with the full power of the federal government behind that interpretation. Although this policy was presented as an effort to prevent discrimination, the lower standards of discipline it promoted would in practice apply to students in general, since other students could hardly be punished for things for which students from racial or ethnic minorities were not being punished.

A later study in the wake of the 2014 “Dear Colleague” letter found that the percentage of public school teachers who reported that they had been attacked by a student from their school in school year 2015–2016 was “higher than in all previous survey years.”79 In St. Paul, Minnesota, “the number of assaults against teachers doubled from 2014 to 2015.”80 In Indianapolis, a teacher told the school board: “At the beginning of the year, a student assaulted a teacher in broad daylight in a hallway of our school.… He was back the next day.”81

One of the painful problems in disciplinary policies is that this issue has gotten tangled up with racial issues. But the very same kinds of policies produce the same kinds of results in England, where the underclass is predominantly white. British victims of violent students include a pregnant teacher who had a miscarriage after being physically attacked by a student,82 and another teacher who was stabbed to death in the classroom, in front of her other students.83 It has long been recognized that teenagers especially tend to test the limits of what they can get away with. The question for adults is not simply where to draw the line but whether to draw the line.

Too often, hazy and lofty rhetoric—“restorative justice” being a phrase and a process currently in vogue—uses talk as a substitute for drawing a line with consequences.

Incidentally, the student attack on a pregnant teacher in England had its counterpart in New York City:

At Norman Thomas High School, a student had punched a pregnant teacher in the stomach and said, “I’m going to kick the baby out of you. I’m going to make you have that baby.” Instead of immediately suspending the student, DOE84 had allowed him to return to school until his suspension hearing took place.85

Many people with a particular social vision regard punishment as something that can be replaced by other ways of changing people’s conduct. In other words, they are ideologically opposed to punishment in general. Others have reasons to be opposed to punishment for reasons of their own self-interest. In the United States, teachers unions have supported policies reducing student suspensions and expulsions, despite the fact that teachers have often been targets of student violence.86

The cost to other students of having their education—and their chances in life as adults—ruined by chronic troublemakers in the schools is seldom even considered in such arguments. Keeping the troublemakers in school may not mean that they are actually learning anything, except how to be troublemakers. But some people may think that, if troublemakers are no longer in school, they are likely to drift into a life of crime on the streets. However, if instead of stealing from stores or homes when they are out of school, the troublemakers ruin the education—and the futures—of the students around them, the damage may be far worse.

Even if lax discipline policies produce no real benefits in the long run to either troublemakers or other students, there are benefits for adults who run the schools. From the standpoint of officials in the public school system, and officials in the teachers unions, the worst hoodlum in a school and the most conscientious and intelligent student in that same school bring exactly the same amount of taxpayer money into the system. There is the same financial incentive to keep hoodlums in the system as there is to prevent conscientious and successful students from transferring to charter schools.

Every student who leaves the traditional unionized public school system—whether by expulsion, dropping out or transferring to a charter school—causes the system to lose money that is based on how many students are enrolled. In a city the size of New York, this can add up to millions of dollars a year. That is incentive enough to try to keep as many students as possible in the system as long as possible, whether they are learning anything or not, and even if some of them ruin the education—and with it the futures—of other students.

People who are opposed to firm discipline, whether for ideological or financial reasons, often criticize charter schools, whose discipline policies and practices tend to be stricter than in traditional public schools. But charter schools face an inherently different set of incentives and constraints.

Unlike traditional public schools, which automatically receive students, due to compulsory attendance laws, charter schools receive only those students whose parents voluntarily choose to apply for their admission. Letting some disruptive and violent students ruin the education of a much larger number of other students who are in school to learn would be counterproductive for the charter schools themselves.

Parents seek admission of their children to charter schools not only for a better education but also for better safety than in schools where disruptive and violent students are allowed far more latitude. Therefore charter schools would lose more than they would gain by following the same lax discipline policies as traditional public schools. Moreover, anti-charter-school “reforms” that force the charter schools to accept more disruptive and violent student behavior reduce the charter schools’ attraction for parents seeking both safety and better education for their children.

Like most such “reforms,” the real beneficiaries are adults with vested interests in traditional unionized public schools, when the competitive attractions of charter schools are reduced.

Footnotes

* The name “Dunbar High School” was used, beginning in 1916, for a new building in which this school was housed. Before, the same institution was called the “M Street School.” But it was continuously the same school, referred to here as “Dunbar High School” to avoid confusion.


Chapter 6

DANGERS

Charter schools are like many education reforms: They have broad but shallow support among a majority of the population and intense but narrow opposition from teachers unions and their allies.

David Osborne1

Against a background of decades of widespread angst about how, when or whether non-white youngsters could close the test score gap between themselves and their white counterparts, the fact that this gap has already been closed by non-white youngsters in New York City charter schools as a whole2 is a landmark achievement. It is also an achievement that has received relatively little public recognition, in proportion to the magnitude of that achievement and in proportion to the number of educational doctrines which that achievement has exposed as fallacies.

The educational success of these charter schools undermines theories of genetic determinism, claims of cultural bias in the tests, assertions that racial “integration” is necessary for blacks to reach educational parity and presumptions that income differences are among the “root causes” of educational differences.3 This last claim has been used for decades to absolve traditional public schools of any responsibility for educational failures in low-income minority communities. The supposed imperative for smaller class sizes is also called into question when the most successful of the charter school networks—the Success Academy charter schools—have average class sizes of thirty or more students.4

What happened in New York City’s charter schools is no guarantee of the same things happening in other communities, though in fact somewhat similar results have been found elsewhere.5 Nor are outstanding charter school results a guarantee that charter schools are categorically superior to all traditional public schools, even in New York City, or that the methods used by many charter schools are best for children from all socioeconomic backgrounds. But, whatever the limitations of the social range of what charter schools have achieved thus far, the implications of their existing achievements can nevertheless be a game-changer in the field of education—to the extent that facts are known and heeded.

As an analogy, the initial flight of the Wright brothers’ plane was shorter than the wingspan of a Boeing 747, but the implications of what it proved—on however small a scale—reverberated around the world, and changed that world forever. Once it was proved that a machine could lift itself into the air, and move forward through the air under its own power, even for a distance not quite as far as from home plate to second base on a baseball diamond,6 that was decisive. How much the scope of that machine could be expanded was an engineering question that only the future could answer. But the scientific question was already answered by that first flight.

The educational achievements of charter schools may be little known to the general public, and either denied or downplayed by critics. But officials of the traditional public schools with whom they compete show by their actions that they see charter school achievements as a very real danger. So do teachers unions. And both actively make themselves dangers to charter schools.

From the standpoint of children’s education—and especially the education of children for whom education is their one best chance for a better life—the dangers that matter most are not dangers to the survival of existing charter schools as institutions, or to those who wish to create additional charter schools. The biggest danger is that a new wave of anti-charter-school “reforms,” which have already become law in California in 2019, can so increase the external impediments to charter schools and so stifle their internal operations as to lower their quality—and make them no longer such a threat to attract students from traditional public schools.

California’s incoming Governor Gavin Newsom, elected in 2018, began in early 2019 to support a series of sweeping legislative “reforms” of charter schools. These “reforms” aimed at both restricting charter schools externally and changing them internally. The legislation he signed into law in 2019 closely follows patterns that have long been part of teachers union agendas, and similar policies are being urged in other states. So an examination of the California legislation has implications that extend far beyond that state.

ANTI-CHARTER-SCHOOL “REFORMS”

While it might be assumed that educational reforms would be focused on dealing with things affecting children’s education, what is remarkable about the kind of legislation affecting charter schools that was passed in California in 2019, and is being proposed elsewhere, is that it has seldom made even a plausible case that it will improve the quality of children’s education. But its protection of adult vested interests in traditional unionized public schools is far more apparent.

The kinds of “reforms” being proposed and enacted into law are both external and internal. That is, they include new powers in regulatory institutions external to the charter schools and new powers to prescribe what happens inside charter schools, eroding the autonomy that was a central reason for creating such schools in the first place.

External Restrictions

Existing examples of external restrictions include laws specifying in advance a numerical limit on the number of charter schools allowed in a given jurisdiction— independently of whether the quality of education in those charter schools is good, bad, or indifferent. These numbers are also independent of whether the quality of the education in the traditional public schools in the same communities is good, bad or indifferent. Whatever the rhetoric that may be deployed to justify such laws, these laws are not about improving the quality of education in either charter schools or traditional public schools. They are about limiting an exodus of students from traditional public schools to public charter schools.

An estimated one million students are on waiting lists for charter schools nationwide. This means billions of dollars that would move from traditional public schools to public charter schools, if there were enough charter schools with enough capacity to absorb all these students. That is ample incentive for both traditional public school officials and officials of teachers unions to make sure that no such thing happens. We have seen to what lengths school district officials have gone to prevent vacant school buildings from being used by charter schools. New anti-charter-school “reforms” in California expand the scope of local school district officials’ powers to block the creation or expansion of charter schools.

New laws passed in California in 2019 empower local education officials to deny applications for establishing a charter school if the charter school “is demonstrably unlikely to serve the interests of the entire community in which the school is proposing to locate,” or if the “school district is not positioned to absorb the fiscal impact of the proposed charter school.”7 In short, incumbents are empowered to determine if “the entire community” really needs their potential competitors, or if the competition of newcomers would inconvenience existing institutions. Absurd as it might seem to let incumbents decide whether new competitors are needed, doing so has a long history of political success in many other fields—holding back progress in those fields, sometimes for years and sometimes for decades.

Among the fields in which incumbents, or officials representing incumbents’ interests, have delayed progress include airlines, freight transportation and both radio and television broadcasting. In fields where government regulation required newcomers seeking entrance into those fields to show where there was a public “necessity” or “convenience” for their services, that was obviously a subjective decision as to whether existing incumbents were already adequately serving the public. Even during many years of rapidly increasing airline travel, for example, there was apparently no need for corresponding increases in the number of airlines—as judged by those concerned about the impact of new competition on incumbent airlines.8

Once “deregulation” of the airline industry put an end to these restrictions, however, numerous new airlines were created, and various old and historic airlines went out of business in a more competitive industry, as air travel prices fell and far more flights went to far more places than before.9 Apparently the public “necessity” and “convenience” were better served by competition than by leaving the determination of such things in the hands of those preoccupied with protecting incumbents.

For a very long time after railroads were established, they were the dominant way of transporting freight long distances over land. Eventually, however, the rising automobile industry began creating trucks that could also carry freight long distances over land, in competition with railroads—and, in particular cases, do so better and cheaper than railroads. Here, as well, government regulators, concerned for the economic survival of railroad incumbents, required interstate trucking companies to get federal authorization, based on showing a public “necessity” and “convenience” for authorization to carry freight between particular points only, leaving other places for the railroads.10

Decades later, after this industry was deregulated, freer competition both enabled and required greater efficiency. The price of shipping freight by truck fell, and customers reported that the service also improved as well.11 In broadcasting, AM radio came first and, after FM radio was technologically available, regulatory protection of the AM incumbents delayed its introduction and spread.12 Similarly, television broadcasting through the air came first and the availability of cable television was delayed by the same preoccupation with protecting incumbents from competition.13

The same preoccupation with protecting incumbents from the competition of newcomers—in the name of protecting the public—has already been demonstrated in public school education. Increasing the power of incumbent officials to stifle the growth of charter schools has nothing to do with improving the education of children and everything to do with protecting the vested interests of adults in traditional unionized public schools.

Internal Restrictions

External institutional restrictions on charter schools, such as numerical limits on the number of charter schools permitted or restrictions on their use of existing public school buildings, have been supplemented in the new anti-charter-school agenda by internal restrictions on charter schools’ autonomy in making decisions about standards for student behavior and choices in the courses they teach.

One of the few things on which both critics and supporters of charter schools agree is that the level of discipline in the charter schools is significantly more strict than in traditional public schools. In general, students can be far more readily punished, suspended or expelled from charter schools. With recent political trends favoring opponents of charter schools, there have been calls for restricting charter schools’ ability to impose what critics call “harsh” discipline. In 2019, the California Education Code was amended by Section 48901.1:

(a) A pupil enrolled in a charter school in kindergarten or any of grades 1 to 5, inclusive, shall not be suspended on the basis of having disrupted school activities or otherwise willfully defied the valid authority of supervisors, teachers, administrators, school officials, or other school personnel engaged in the performance of their duties, and those acts shall not constitute grounds for a pupil enrolled in a charter school in kindergarten or any of grades 1 to 12, inclusive, to be recommended for expulsion.

(b) a pupil enrolled in a charter school in any of grades 6 to 8, inclusive, shall not be suspended on the basis of having disrupted school activities or otherwise willfully defied the valid authority of supervisors, teachers, administrators, school officials, or other school personnel engaged in the performance of their duties.14

These restrictions are not peculiar to charter schools. They are lax discipline policies already imposed on traditional public schools that are now being imposed on charter schools.

With the strongest restrictions on suspensions being imposed in the earliest grades, this means that children entering the school system are allowed years to get used to violating rules with impunity before being confronted with consequences for violating rules. And of course rules without consequences for violations are not really rules, but suggestions. California has created the nearest thing to tenure for troublemakers among students.

Opposite policies in the Success Academy charter schools in New York are directed toward getting kindergarten students used to following rules from the first day—when showing up wearing the wrong socks with the school’s uniform is enough to get the child turned away at the door.15 It is not that socks are so important, but that rules are important, if time, energy and morale are not to be dissipated in simply trying to maintain order and keep students focused on the central task of getting an education.

Just a small number of students, allowed to disrupt classes and defy teachers with impunity, can ruin the education of many other students who are trying to learn. But this is just one of many ways in which the education of students plays no such important role in educational policy as in educational rhetoric.

If the purpose of restricting charter schools’ ability to impose firm discipline is to reduce an “unfair” advantage in the competition with traditional public schools, then such lax discipline policies may make some sense from a purely political perspective. But imposing the handicaps of less successful institutions on more successful institutions is—once again—sacrificing the education of children for the sake of serving the vested interests of adults.

Another area in which the internal autonomy of charter schools has come under threat is in deciding what courses to teach. The curriculum in many traditional public schools has long included various kinds of ideological indoctrination courses.16 Some adults see schools as a golden opportunity to indoctrinate a captive audience of children, and see themselves as crusading “agents of social change.”

Charter schools, with their intense focus on educational fundamentals, may not be nearly so receptive to spending their students’ time on these adult ideological interests and adventures.

Neither was Dunbar High School, back during its era of academic achievement.17 Ideological agendas in public schools absorb time, energy and resources that are especially needed in the education of young people from a cultural background often lacking in many of the things that youngsters in more fortunate circumstances can take for granted—such as highly educated parents, books in the home and a whole way of life that prepares them in childhood for achievements as adults.

Propagandists in the classroom are a luxury that the poor can afford least of all. While a mastery of mathematics and English can be a ticket out of poverty, a highly cultivated sense of grievance and resentment is not. The merits or demerits of a particular ideology are irrelevant to the urgent task of educating young people in the skills that will determine what kind of future they will have available as adults. Replacing the beliefs of the political left by the beliefs of the political right would make no difference whatever in the tragedy of wasting opportunities for preparing the young for a better life as adults—opportunities they will get just one time in their lives, and whose good or bad consequences can dominate the rest of their lives as adults.

The process of forcing indoctrination courses into charter schools has already begun in California. Legislation forcing charter schools to teach what is called “sex education” has already been passed, and proposed legislation would also force them to teach what is called “ethnic studies.” Similar ideological indoctrination courses have long been promoted in traditional public schools across the country.18

Among the reasons for creating charter schools in the first place was to see if an institution operating with more autonomy could develop some alternative ways of educating children—with whatever more successful practices might come out of that process providing examples that could be used to improve education in traditional public schools. In practice, however, factors enabling charter schools to get better educational results have been treated as “unfair” advantages to be countered, in the interest of preserving existing traditional schools for the adults they benefit.

Another “reform” that the teachers unions and their allies want imposed on charter schools is legislation requiring them to hold their meetings in public and open their internal records to public scrutiny. In 2019, California’s incoming Governor Gavin Newsom signed such legislation—Senate Bill 126—into law, in the name of “transparency.” According to one of the proponents of this legislation: “Charter schools receive quite a few taxpayer dollars. There needs to be sunshine in all public schools and their governing bodies, and this is what this bill stands for.”19

The most important information about a charter school was already available—how well its students are educated. Here, yet again, “transparency” has nothing to do with the quality of education. Open meetings and publicizing personal information about people who run a charter school, or who serve on its governing boards, are an open invitation for reprisals, threats or worse. During the mid-twentieth century struggles for civil rights in the South, a number of Southern states passed similar laws, requiring the NAACP to release such information about its members and donors. In striking down such laws, the Supreme Court of the United States said:

Petitioner has made an uncontroverted showing that on past occasions revelation of the identity of its rank-and-file members has exposed these members to economic reprisal, loss of employment, threat of physical coercion, and other manifestations of public hostility. Under these circumstances, we think it apparent that compelled disclosure of petitioner’s Alabama membership is likely to affect adversely the ability of petitioner and its members to pursue their collective effort to foster beliefs which they admittedly have the right to advocate, in that it may induce members to withdraw from the Association and dissuade others from joining it because of fear of exposure of their beliefs shown through their associations and of the consequences of this exposure.20

Given the manifest hostility to charter schools in various quarters today, the same grounds cited by the Supreme Court apply. It is necessary to cut through the rhetoric of such nice-sounding words as “sunshine” and “transparency” to the ugly realities behind such words. People who are willing to donate money to charter schools, or to serve on their governing boards, or in other capacities, may not be willing to see their businesses suffer reprisals or their homes vandalized and their families harassed or threatened. Nor is there any educational purpose served by imposing such requirements. Nor is it even alleged that some educational problem in charter schools would be solved by such requirements.

When Success Academy founder and leader Eva Moskowitz was questioned by a New York City Council committee, her testimony that she lived in Harlem was challenged by a committee member who demanded to know on what street. She declined to say, citing safety concerns for her children.21 If “transparency” laws—being advocated by teachers unions and others—were to be imposed in New York, forcing her to either give up her job or jeopardize her family’s security, should that be done for the sake of a nice-sounding word like “transparency” that conceals some very ugly realities?

The painful irony is that today’s NAACP officials have come out in favor of “transparency” requirements for charter schools,22 despite the history of similar tactics having been used across the South to try to destroy their own organization, during the civil rights struggles of the 1950s and 1960s. Then and now, such tactics amount to using the law to facilitate reprisals outside the law.

Then and now, the appearance of even-handedness has been used by advocates of such laws, by saying that other organizations were covered by the same laws. But a district court, back in 1958, saw through this theoretical equality to the real world differences:

Registration of persons engaged in a popular cause imposes no hardship while, as the evidence in this case shows, registration of names of persons who resist the popular will would lead not only to expressions of ill will and hostility but to the loss of members by the plaintiff Association.23

In California, a group called the Charter Task Force was formed—and, ironically, held private meetings in a public institution, with neither “sunshine” nor “transparency”—to determine the fate of California’s charter schools. A local newspaper reported:

Each Thursday, a group of educators and representatives of labor unions meets—out of the public eye—for several hours at the California Department of Education building in Sacramento to take on arguably the most contentious current issue on California’s education reform landscape: charter school reform.24

However inconsistent this may be as a matter of principle, it is not at all hard to understand as a matter of politics. As a matter of principle, one might ask what possible benefit to the education of children could be expected from insistence on “transparency.” But no such question is necessary, unless one takes seriously the often-repeated claims of teachers unions and politicians that what they are doing is “for the sake of the children.”

What has happened in California is not unique. As Philanthropy magazine has reported:

Charitable donors who want to decide for themselves whether to be public or private in their giving have had a lot to be disheartened by in recent years. Bills have been filed in many state legislatures to limit the right of givers to stay out of the public eye.

For example, a bill was introduced in Maine’s legislature during its 2019 session that would have required every nonprofit in the state to disclose all of its donors.…

There are also efforts that blatantly target specific groups, such as legislation in Connecticut aimed at forcing nonprofit charter- school operators to disclose major contributors.25

Even the advocates of new anti-charter-school laws and policies are hard-pressed to come up with any educational rationale for essentially forcing charter schools to follow the kinds of “reforms” imposed. The old saying, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” has not been applied to charter schools. For the teachers unions, and those who support their agenda, the principle seems to be: “If it ain’t broke, then break it!” That is what most of the proposed and enacted “reforms” of charter schools seem to amount to.

Legislative “reforms” such as those in California are not the only new initiatives that threaten the educational success of charter schools, even if they do not threaten the physical survival of charter schools as institutions. One particularly striking—and perhaps dangerous—institutional change has apparently already taken place in New York City.

In 2019 the New York Times reported that a former Deputy Mayor in Mayor Bill de Blasio’s administration—Richard Buery—“took over last year as the head of policy at KIPP” after “KIPP executives’ relationships with elected officials were fraying.”26 This was not an isolated appointment, but apparently part of a shift in institutional orientation:

Mr. Buery is part of a push to reverse the norm of mostly black and Hispanic charters in New York being staffed mainly by white teachers… KIPP hired a chief diversity officer to promote “anti-racist practices.”27

Here, as with the anti-charter-school legislation in California, these are not like the more or less ad hoc obstructions or harassments of local school district officials, such as blocking charter schools from getting vacant school buildings or slow-walking applications to set up charter schools. These new developments in New York City are institutionalized interventions within the charter schools themselves. They are part of the anti-charter-school backlash already noted by various observers, and exemplified by New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio’s 2019 address to the National Education Association, the nation’s largest teachers union.

Mayor de Blasio proclaimed his own feelings toward charter school founders and supporters, whom he called “the privatizers”: “I hate the privatizers and I want to stop them.” He added: “Get away from high-stakes testing, get away from charter schools. No federal funding for charter schools.” He told the NEA gathering that no political candidate should ask for their support “unless they’re willing to stand up to Wall Street and the rich people behind the charter school movement once and for all.”28 That Mayor de Blasio’s former Deputy Mayor is now an official inside the KIPP charter school network in New York City is one sign of the times.

Some charter schools, and some organizations representing charter schools, seem reluctant to sound a general alarm about what is being done by anti-charter-school officials. After all, these government officials have the power to retaliate in various ways against charter schools that fight back. But Eva Moskowitz, who had political experience before becoming head of Success Academy charter schools, has followed opposite policies of public protests, and has in some cases forced Mayor Bill de Blasio to back down. Nevertheless, the anti-charter-school forces have also had their victories against Success Academy schools.

During one of these political clashes, New York State Governor Andrew Cuomo cautioned Ms. Moskowitz “that if I didn’t compromise, I might lose and walk away with nothing,” she recalled. Her response may be very relevant to issues involved in current anti-charter-school “reforms” elsewhere:

I responded that I did understand this but was not willing to give up on opening our schools. What I didn’t say was that I regarded defeat as preferable to surrender. A compromise with de Blasio would be an implicit endorsement of the outcome. If de Blasio was going to kill these schools, to take away these educational opportunities parents wanted for their children, I wanted the world to know that he’d done it. This was the best way to ensure that de Blasio didn’t do to other charter schools what he’d done to us. Then, at least, our loss would serve some purpose.29

By contrast, organizations representing charter schools in California seem to have been far more circumspect in their opposition to the 2019 anti-charter-school “reforms”—thereby allowing Governor Gavin Newsom to represent those “reforms” as jointly negotiated agreements involving all parties concerned. In circumstances where the general public has no such hostility to charter schools as teachers unions and other vested interests have—but also not much knowledge of what is going on—even vast expenditures of money for television ads opposing anti-charter-school legislation are no substitute for the kind of clear and timely expressions of outrage used by Eva Moskowitz in New York.

Since the KIPP charter schools in New York City seem to have taken the opposite approach from that of Ms. Moskowitz, by taking one of Mayor de Blasio’s officials into their own organization, time may tell which approach produces what results. Meanwhile, Eva Moskowitz has remained unabashedly outspoken. When the U.S. Department of Education awarded nearly ten million dollars to the Success Academy schools in 2019, to expand their operations, the New York Post reported:

“Success is ready to open more great schools, and the city has become painfully aware of the lack of access children of color have to high-quality education,” said Success CEO Eva Moskowitz.

“But these schools can’t open because the city is refusing to provide space in one of the 212 half-empty school buildings,” she said. “The only thing standing between New York City children and a good education is Mayor de Blasio.”30

THE CURRENT CRISIS

Over the years, the political pendulum has sometimes swung in favor of charter schools, and more recently has swung against them. A New York Times report, for example, said in 2019: “The city and state’s political forces have turned decisively against charter schools over the last few years.”31 There were similar signs on the national political scene as well, as some leading candidates for their party’s presidential nomination announced policy positions in opposition to charter schools.32 A similar assessment was made by the Wall Street Journal: “The school-reform movement is a victim of its own success as charters compete successfully with traditional public schools, prompting a political backlash from unions across the U.S.”33

The political pendulum may swing back the other way yet again sometime. But this process is not symmetrical. Progress is far more fragile than destruction. People who would like to see the opportunities that charter schools represent for children in low-income minority communities continue cannot simply wait and hope for the next swing of the pendulum. Once the educational quality of charter schools has been fundamentally reduced or destroyed, there is no guarantee that it can be revived if and when political trends turn favorable.

The fate of Dunbar High School in Washington, with its impressive record of educational achievements for black youngsters over an 85-year period, is a case in point. As of 1953, 81 percent of Dunbar High School graduates went on to college.34 But, after a reorganization of Washington public schools, following the 1954 Supreme Court decision outlawing racial segregation, the city’s public schools were made neighborhood schools. Dunbar could no longer accept black students from all over Washington, as before, but only students from its own local ghetto neighborhood district. By 1960, only 20 percent of Dunbar students went on to college. The trigonometry and three-dimensional geometry previously taught at Dunbar were replaced by arithmetic.35

In 2014, Dunbar was one of the lowest scoring high schools in Washington’s Ward 5, on the mathematics test. A KIPP charter high school in that ward had three times as high a proportion of its students passing the mathematics test as did the students in Dunbar High School.36 More than a century earlier, in 1903, a French educator visiting what was then called the “M Street School” described its students as “pursuing the same studies as our average college students.”37 A student from this high school in that era took the entrance examination for Amherst College—and, as a result of his performance on that exam, he was given credit for first year college mathematics, on the basis of what he had learned in the high school that was later named Dunbar.38 He graduated from Amherst in three years, class of 1905, Phi Beta Kappa.39

Nor was he unique. Over a period of 62 years, ending in 1954, 34 graduates of Dunbar High School (and the “M Street School,” as it was known before it was renamed in 1916), were admitted to Amherst College. Of these, 74 percent graduated from Amherst, and of these graduates, more than one-fourth were Phi Beta Kappas.40 Dunbar graduates also became Phi Beta Kappas at Harvard, Yale, Williams, Cornell, Dartmouth, and other elite institutions during that era.41

Dunbar’s abrupt destruction as a quality educational institution in the 1950s was not done deliberately or maliciously. It was simply an imposed institutional change in just one aspect of its circumstances—a different source of students, who were black students both before and after the change. The school continues to exist today as an institution with students, staff and physical accommodations. Indeed, it now has an impressive new building, costing more than $100 million, and surpassing anything that Dunbar ever had when it was a high-quality educational institution. But Dunbar students’ math test scores are now among the lowest in its ward.42

If the more numerous and intrusive “reforms” of charter schools being proposed and enacted today, closely following the agenda of the teachers unions, are successfully carried out, the consequences may not be so much a reduction in the number of charter schools as the undermining of the qualities that have enabled many of these schools to so outperform traditional public schools in their communities as to pose an existential danger to those unionized schools. Charter schools may well continue to exist as institutions, just as Dunbar High School does, after the heart of their educational success has been diminished or destroyed. Even if political trends later became more favorable to charter schools, restoring that success can be very unlikely.

A sharp distinction must always be made between the physical survival of particular schools and the survival of educational quality in those schools. The former may be important to adult incumbents in charge of those schools, but the latter is crucial to the fate of children—especially those children who have few other favorable options in life. For denatured charter schools to survive as institutions, in the same sense in which Dunbar High School today survives as an institution, would be only a painful mockery.

A much more optimistic view of the situation has been taken by the editor of the quarterly publication Philanthropy:

Even amidst today’s pushback, there’s another reality that should prevent ed reformers from becoming gloomy. The hard-won accomplishments of the last two decades are not going to go away. There are now tens of thousands of schools of choice across the country, enrolling more than 10 million children. Entire states like Florida, Arizona, Indiana, and Pennsylvania, and dozens of cities like New York, Washington, Boston, New Orleans, and Los Angeles have become wholly different ecosystems, educationally, than they were 20 years earlier.

… Over the next few difficult years, school improvers may not be able to move the ball much further down the field. But they’re not going to surrender the yardage already gained. That’s because, beneath the carping of apologists for failed schools, the classroom innovations of the last generation have produced concrete results in volume.43

We may hope that this optimistic view is vindicated by events, but that is a question which only the future can answer. Unfortunately, some of the yardage gained by charter schools seems already to have begun being lost in California and in New York City. As for the successful charter school “innovations of the last generation,” it is not at all clear how much of that story has reached the general public through the filter of the media and the distortions of hostile politicians, teachers unions and other adults with their own agendas.

Destruction is often easier, faster and more permanent than creation. The stakes are very high, especially for those children who have few other opportunities for a better life. But this is ultimately not a question of choosing between charter schools as a whole and other public schools as a whole. The issue is not whether one kind of school is categorically superior to another in all kinds of communities and among children raised in all kinds of different social circumstances.

THE FUTURE

As Edmund Burke warned, more than two centuries ago, “we are too exquisite in our conjectures of the future.”44 We cannot simply compile a wish list of things we would like to see happen in the future. Trying to micromanage the future has a very poor track record—and so does simply letting things drift. What we can do is consider in advance what kind of general principles and specific institutions seem promising.

Perhaps the most important of these general principles is that schools exist for the education of children. Schools do not exist to provide iron-clad jobs for teachers, billions of dollars in union dues for teachers unions, monopolies for educational bureaucracies, a guaranteed market for teachers college degrees or a captive audience for indoctrinators. Those who want to see quality education remain available to youngsters in low-income minority neighborhoods must raise the question, again and again, when various policies and practices are proposed: “How is this going to affect the education of children?” A surprisingly large proportion of policies and practices cannot answer that question.

Institutional arrangements are especially in need of careful scrutiny, because so much of what institutions do is little known to the general public, despite having major effects on educational outcomes. How many members of the general public know that there are a million students on charter school waiting lists, while local district officials prevent charter schools from acquiring vacant school buildings in which to educate them? Given the small likelihood of a general public that can stay abreast of on-going institutional decisions, there is a special need for scrutiny of what particular institutions are being empowered to do, and what that is likely to lead to.

One current institutional arrangement that is long overdue for change is in the oversight of charter schools, which need oversight like all other institutions. But the crucial question is what kind of oversight. To have created an institutional situation where officials in the traditional and unionized public school system are in charge of providing classrooms and other services to charter schools reflects either a remarkable degree of naiveté or a remarkable degree of cynicism. This is an institutional situation very much in need of fundamental change, so that charter schools are not continually forced to dissipate time and resources fighting off harassments and obstructions—time and resources that could be far better used for the education of their students.

The recent California legislation empowering officials representing incumbent traditional unionized public schools to decide if new charter schools are needed by the public or convenient for existing schools is an institutional issue with a long track record of obstructing progress in other fields. If it is too late to reverse that legislation in California, it is not too late for other people in other places to understand why such institutional arrangements virtually guarantee that incumbents’ vested interests are going to prevail over the interests of schoolchildren’s education.

Possible ways of having charter schools independently overseen could include a separate chain of command for charter schools and/or an ombudsman—appointed not by politicians dependent on teachers union money, but by some independent authority, such as a court. A court of law could have a major deterrent effect on the widespread practice of traditional education officials pretending that there are no empty classrooms available in existing school buildings, and no vacant school buildings available, that could be used by charter schools with long waiting lists of applicants. Perjury laws and laws against violating fiduciary responsibilities have teeth.

Important as it is to try to get rid of institutionalized practices that cannot even plausibly claim to be about improving educational quality, at the present juncture it may be an even more urgent priority to prevent still more such institutionalized handicaps to educating children from being imposed in the future. Amid a swirl of slippery words such as “transparency,” “accountability,” and “due process,” the plain and direct question that must be asked, again and again, is: “How, specifically, is this going to make the education of children better?”

This is especially important when considering children from a cultural background lacking the advantages that are common among children born into more fortunate circumstances. Children who have not received at home the educational, behavioral or other foundations for making the most of their natural abilities, must get those things in schools. These are the plain and harsh realities of circumstances.

The stakes are huge— not only for children whose education can be their one clear chance for a better life, but also for a whole society that needs productive members, fulfilling themselves while contributing their talents to the progress of the community at large. Students who emerge from their education with a mastery of mathematics, the English language and other fundamentals are ready to be those kinds of people, regardless of what color or class they come from. No narrow vested interests of adults— whether financial, political or ideological— should be allowed to block that.
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* Co-located schools are schools where public charter schools and traditional public schools are located together in the same school buildings. The data shown are for only those grade levels that the co-located schools have in common.


APPENDIX I: TEST SCORE DATA

TEST SCORES, NEW YORK CITY, 2017–2018 SCHOOL YEAR: PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS AND TRADITIONAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS, LOCATED IN THE SAME BUILDINGS

PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS

Academic Leadership Charter School

Achievement First Charter Schools

Bronx Charter School for Better Learning

Bronx Global Learning Institute for Girls Charter School (The Shirley Rodriguez-Remeneski School)

Brooklyn Charter School

Brooklyn Urban Garden Charter School

Children’s Aid College Prep Charter School

Community Partnership Charter Schools

Dr. Richard Izquierdo Health and Science Charter School

East Harlem Scholars Academy II Charter School

Ember Charter School

Explore Schools Charter Schools

Future Leaders Institute Charter School

Girls Prep Charter Schools

Hyde Leadership Charter Schools

Icahn Charter Schools

KIPP Charter Schools

Manhattan Charter School

New American Academy Charter School

South Bronx Classical Charter Schools

Success Academy Charter Schools

Uncommon Schools Charter Schools

TRADITIONAL PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Adrian Hegeman School

Albert G. Oliver School

Alejandrina B. De Gautier School

Alexander Humboldt School

Amalia Castro School

Benjamin Banneker School

Benjamin Franklin School

Bronx Latin School

Bronx Writing Academy

Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School

Carroll Gardens School for Innovation

Carter G. Woodson School

Central Park East I School

Christopher Avenue Community School

Christopher Elementary School

Clara Cardwell School

Concourse Village Elementary School

Crotona Park West School

Crown Elementary School

Eagle Academy for Young Men II

East Side Community School

Ebbets Field Middle School

Entrada Academy

Ernest S. Jenkyns School

Frederick Douglass Academy II

George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

Henry H. Garnet School

Herman Schreiber School

Hernandez/Hughes School

Hunts Point School

Isaac Bildersee Junior High School

Island School

Johann DeKalb School

Jonathan D. Hyatt School

Jordan L. Mott Junior High School

Langston Hughes School

Leonard Dunkly School

Lou Gehrig School

Mahalia Jackson School

Margaret S. Douglas Junior High School

Maria Teresa School

Math, Science & Technology Middle School

Math, Science & Technology Through Arts

Middle School for Art and Philosophy

Mosaic Preparatory Academy

Mother Hale Academy

Mott Hall IV

MS 394 Brooklyn

New Design Middle School

New Heights Middle School

Parkside Preparatory Academy

Patria Mirabal School

Paul L. Dunbar Middle School

Paul Robeson School

Philippa Schuyler Junior High School

Phyllis Wheatley School

PS 138 Brooklyn

PS 211 Bronx

Roberto Clemente School

Ryder Elementary School

School of Integrated Learning

School of Performing Arts Middle School

Seton Falls School

Stem Institute of Manhattan

Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders

Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters

Van Nest Academy

Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts

William Floyd School

William Lloyd Garrison School

Young Diplomats Magnet Academy


In the tables that follow, schools in a public charter school network are listed alphabetically by the name of their respective networks, and independent public charter schools are listed by their own individual school names.

Readers who wish to see data for particular traditional public schools can find the pages on which these schools’ data appear by consulting the listings shown on the pages immediately preceding this one.
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade

Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders
SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCIIOOL

Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders

7th grade

24 5

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Pmi';u:icnt
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

BLACK
STUDENTS

Percent

HISPANIC
STUDENTS

Percent

WHITE
STUDENTS

Percent

ASIAN
STUDENTS

Percent

[HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

65

Hunts Point School

3
2!
7.

Phyllis Wheatley School 5.
5

ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL

3
3
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 3
3
1
8

Albert G. Oliver School

5

ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL

2

Crotona Park West School

5

Van Nest Academy’

3

1
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 1
Alexander Humboldt School 3

5
8
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 32
4
0

[KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL

15

Maria Teresa School

4

Patria Mirabal School

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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KIPP CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS TEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 [ LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 31d grade 7 15 41 37

Alexander Humboldt School 3rd grade 25

Maria Teresa School 6th grade 50

Patria Mirabal School 6th grade 41

Patria Mirabal School 7th grade 35

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 23

Maria Teresa School 8th grade 23

Patria Mirabal School 8th grade 37

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL Gth grade

New Design Middle School bth grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade

New Design Middle School 7th grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 4 12 16 68
|N:w Design Middle School 8th grade 61 24 2 3

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient





cover.jpeg
Charter
Schools
and Their
Enemies

Thomas Sowell





OEBPS/image_rsrc3KN.jpg
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS
(Continued)

New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

CLASS
GRADE

LEVEL

Trederick Douglass Academy 1T

‘Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Frederick Douglass Academy TT

Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts
Frederick Douglass Academy 11
Wadlcigh Performing and Visual Arts

8th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

Henry H. Garnet School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

3rd grade

Hernandez/Hughes School

3rd grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Hernandez/Hughes School

4th grade
4th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Mahaliz Jackson School
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Massic Preparatory Acodemy

5th grade
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DR. RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEALI'H AND SCIENCE CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English
Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

DR. RICHARD IZOQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE 6th prad
CHARTER SCHOOL ALERES

Bronx Latin School 6th grade

DR. RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE 7th
CHARTER SCHOOL

Bronx Latin School _ __

DR. RICHARD [ZQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE 8tl d
CHARTER SCHOOL g
Bronx Latin School 8th grade 15 13

Performance Levels: ~ Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient Lewel 3 Ptoﬁcxent Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

DR. RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics
Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)

DR.RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE
SRR JZQUILR 6th grade 56 19 17 8
Bronx Latin School 6th grade

DR. RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEALTH AND SCIENCE 7th grad
CHARTER SCHOOL e

Bronx Latin School 7th grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BLACK
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER STUDENTS
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Percent
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Percent
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STUDENTS

Percent

[UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

11

0 0

Eagle Academy for Young Men II
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Q 0
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ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GHADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 17
New Heights Middle School 5
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 5 33
New Heights Middle School 7th grade 60 24 16 0
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL, | Stherade | 8 | 20 | 29 | 44
New Heights Middle School 8th grade 59 0
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL, 47
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 34
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 6 20 37 36
Philippa Schuyler Junior [ligh School 12
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 74
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 7th grade 22 34 32 12
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 80
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 8th grade 27 14
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCITOOL | 3rdgrade | 0 | 1 | 26 | 73
Roberto Clemente School 3rd grade 57 7
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 1 44
Roberto Clemente School 4th grade 38 23

Level 4: Above Proficient
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EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent DPercent, Percent, (Percent)

Brooklyn Arts and Science Elcmcmmw School 3rd gmdc
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School 4th grade
EXPLORE SCIIOOLS CITARTER SCIIOOL Sth grade

Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Ebbets Field Middle School 6th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade

Ebbets Field Middle School 7th grade
EXPLORE SCHOOILS CHARTER SCHOOI. 8th grade
Ebbets Field Middle School 8th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Tsaac Bildersee Junior High School 6th prade
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL Tth grade
Tsaac Bildersee Junior High School 7th grade
8th grade
Tsaac Bildersee Junior High School 8th grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

CILASS
GRADE
LEVEL

3rd grade

LEVEL 2
RESULTS

LEVEL3
RESULTS
Percent)

TEVEL 4
RESULTS

Christopher Avenue Community School

3rd grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Christopher Avenue Community School

4th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOT,

Sth grade

Christopher Avenue Community School

Sth grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

5th grade

Christopher Elementary School

Sth grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

6th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Eagle Academy for Young Men IT

b
7th grade

Mott Hall 1V
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Eagle Academy for Young Men IT

7th grade
8th grade
8th grade

Mott Hall TV

8th grade

20 | 54

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018
(Continued)

CILASS LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent Percent, Percent; Percent,

Math, Science & Technology Middle School 6th grade 13
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 27
Math, Science & Technology Middle School 7th g 23

I A
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 26 23

ST
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 13 33 25 29

Middle School for Art and Philosophy 7th grade

UNCOMMON SCITOOLS CHARTER SCITOOL Sth grade

Paul Robeson School Sth prade
Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
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TABLE 2B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

= — o —

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER SRADE | RESUEAS | RESCEAS Frdiie

LEVEL (P«.rccnl) (P«.rm.m) (Percent) (Percent)
FREDERICK DOUGLASS ACADEMY 11 6th grade - 0
‘Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts 6th grade 4
Success Academy charter school _— 78
FREDERICK DOUGLASS ACADEMY 11 7th grade 44 25 13
‘Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts 7th grade 40 40 15 3
Success Academy charter school 7th grade 2 2 9 88
HENRY H. GARNET SCHOOL Sth grade 62 20 15 4
Success Academy charter school 5th grade 0 1 20 79
HERNANDEZ/HUGHES SCHOOL 3rd grade 17
Success Academy charter school | 3edgade [ 1 | 0 | 3 ] 96
HERNANDEZ/HUGHES SCHOOL 4th grade 6
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 0 lal 89

I R B

MAHALIA JACKSON SCHOOL 3rd grade 54 33 6
Success Academy charter school 79
MAHALIA JACKSON SCHOOL 4th grade 38 31 25 6
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 5 19 76
MOSAIC PREPARATORY ACADEMY Sth grade M 32 19 [
Success Academy charter school Sth grade 3 3 17 77

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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TABLE 1B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | WESOLLS | RESOLTS | RESULTS | KESOLLS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
SCHOOL OF INTEGRATED LEARNING 6th grade 27 39 16
KIPP charter school 6th grade 23 28 32 17
SCHOOL OF INTEGRATED LEARNING 7th grade 30 16 1
KIPP charter school 7th grade 28 22 30 20
SCHOOL OF INTEGRATED LEARNING 8th grade 45 27 20
KIPP charter school 8th grade 24 2 40
WILLIAM LLOYD GARRISON SCHOOL 5th grade 16 10 B
KIPP charter school 5th grade 26 33 20
WILLIAM LLOYD GARRISON SCHOOL 6th grade 52 31 13 3
T.ou Gehrig School 6th grade 21 7 0
KIPP charter school 6th grade 15 14 34 7
WITLIAM LLOYD GARRISON SCHOOL, 7th grade 69 24 5 1
Lou Gehrig School 7th grade 85 10 5 0
KIPP charter school 7th grade 15 10 37 37
WILLIAM LLOYD GARRISON SCHOOL 8th grade 43 10 3
Lou Gehrig School 8th grade 77 19 3 1
KIPP charter school 8th grade 10 17 32 40

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2:

Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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KIPP CHARTER SCHOOLS ~ New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE

KIPP CITARTER SCIIOOL

37

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2
RESULTS | RESULTS

LLEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
RESULTS | RESULTS

Alexander Humboldt School 3rd grade
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade

Maria Teresa School

17

Patria Mirabal School 6th grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade

Maria Teresa School 7th grade

Patria Mirabal School 7th rade
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL

Maria Teresa School 8th g(ade

Patria Mirabal School 8th grade

New Design Middle School 6th grade
[KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade

New Design Middle School 7th grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 2 26 35 36
[New Design Middle School 8th grade 18 55 18 8

l;g%rmance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient

RCE: New York State Education Department

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BLACK HISPANIC WHITE ASIAN,
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS

Percent Percent Percent Percent

[SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCIHOOL
Benjamin Franklin School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCIHHOOL
Bronx Writing Academy

ordan L,Mot Junior High School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCIIOOL
Crown Elementary School

‘Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Tenry IT. Gamet School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

I N R R R
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 68 28 i 1
Mahalia Jackson School 46 44 7 2

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

ENGLISH STUDENTS ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER TANGUACE. | preriiims DISADVANTAGED
Percent Percent eeen!

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 4 29 93
New Design Middle School 6 39 91
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL no data 2 90
School of Integrated Learning 7 26 94
KIPP CITARTER SCITOOL % 20 90
William Lloyd Garrison School 15 31 91
Lou Gehrig School 33 26 99
MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL 9 29 i
Amalia Castro School 10 46 98
NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL no data 21 82
Tomgsion Bhushes Srbesl 4 24 84
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL no data 5 87
Entrada Academy 40 23 98
School of Performing Arts Middle School 17 32 97
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL no data 13 92
onathan D. Iyatt School 9 25 97

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING New York State English Language Arts lest Results,

2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 ( LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER (I}“%\%IF R%SULTS RESULTS [ RESULTS | RESULTS
EVE ercent
BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING 3rd grade
Seton Falls School 3rd grade

BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING
Seton Falls School

4th grade
4th grade

BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING

Sth grade

Seton Falls School

Sth grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient ~ Level4: Above Proficient

New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
TEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING 3rd grade 9
Scton Falls School 3rd grade 33
BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING 4th grade

Seton Ialls School
BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING

4th grade
5th grade

Seton Falls School

Sth grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient
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EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

CLASS [ LEVEL1 | LEVEL2
GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent)

New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

LEVEL3 [ LEVEL 4
RESULTS | RESULTS
(Percent) | (Percent)

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School

3rd grade &
31d grade

15

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOI,

dth grade

Brooklyn Arts and Scicnce Elementary School

4th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School

Sth grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

6th grade

Ebbets Field Middle School

6th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade

Ebbets Field Middle School

7th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL,

8th grade

Ebbets Ficld Middle School

8th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

6th grade

Isaac Bildersee Junior High School
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Isaac Bildersee Junior ITigh School
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Isaac Bildersee Junior High School

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

CLASS LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 0 2 27 71
PS 138 Brooklyn 3rd grade 11 53

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

PS 138 Brooklyn

4th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade 0
z 15

PS 138 Brooklyn Sth grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

PS 138 Brooklyn 6th grade

Stem Institute of Manhattan
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

0

27

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOTL, g [0]
57

0

3rd grade

Stem Institute of Manhattan

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 0 0 2 98
Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders 6th grade 74 21 6 0
SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCIIOOL 7th grade 0 0 20 80
Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders 7th grade 64 22 15 0

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER LANGUACE

Percent

STUDENTS
WITH
DISABILITIES

Percent

ECONOMICALLY
DISADVANTAGED

Percent

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

28

7

Tsaac Bildersce Junior High School

6

21
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 4
MS 394 Brooklyn 8
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL no data

Parkside Preparatory Academy 10 18 91
EXPL.ORE SCHOOI.S CHARTER SCHOOL 5 20

Ryder Elementary School

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL

Young Diplomats Magnet Academy

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL.

East Side Community School

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL

Island School

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL

Paul L. Dunbar Middle School 26

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State English Language Arts Test Results,

2017-2018
CLASS LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADEL | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 0 10 29 61
Entrada Academy 6th grade 56 25 12 7

School of Performing Arts Middle School

6th orade

SOUTII BRONX CLASSICAL CIHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade

Entrada Academy
School of Performing Arts Middle School
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade E
39

Sth grade 0

Entrada Academy

School of Performing Arts Middle School

3th grade 44

28 48 16

SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL
Jonathan D. Hyatt School

SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL
Jonathan D. Hyatt School
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL

rd grade
4th grade

5th grade 0

48 48

Jonathan D. Hyatt School

5th grade 36

38

a1 | s

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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NEW YORK SIATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULILS, 2017-2018

NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL

LEVEL1 | LEVEL2

LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4

RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS

(Percent) (Percent)

(Percent) | (Percent)

3rd grade

Sth grade

6th grade

8th grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

NEW YORK STATE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL

LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2
RESULTS | RESULTS

LEVEL 3
RESULTS
(Percent)

7th grade

8th grade

ls’g%)rmamcc Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

RCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Languagc Arts Test Rcsu]ts 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS RF%UITS RESULTS | RESULTS
Percenr l’ercenr Percent] Percent]
Carter G. Woodson School_ . 42 0
BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHHOOL 39 16
Carter G. Woodson School 12 8
28 0
Carter G. Woodson School Sth grade 30 36 30 3

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

Level 4: Above Proficient

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL

| SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2 LEVEI 4
RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESUT TQ

(Percent) | (Percent)

TLEVEL 3

(Percent) | (Percent)

BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade

Carter G. Woodson School 3rd grade
[BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 6 29
Carter G. Woodson School 4th grade 58 23
BROOKLYN CITARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 13 22 28
|Cartcr G. Woodson School Sth grade 45 27 27

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

JASS | LEVEL 1
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Tast Side Community School 6th grade 18
GIRLS PREP CIHARTER SCITOOL 7th grade 6

17

East Side Community School
GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL
East Side Community School

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade

[Tsland School 3rd grade

|GIRT.S PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
Island School 4th grade

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Paul L. Dunbar Middle School 6th grade
GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
Paul L. Dunbar Middle School 7th grade 59

Paul I.. Dunbar Middle School 8th grade 41 43 16
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proﬁmenr
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS [ LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 [ LEVEL3 [ LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE SSULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS

LEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
ICAIIN CITARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 0 34 54 11
Albert G. Oliver School 3rd grade 26 46 26 3
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 8 38 33 2
Albert G. Oliver School 4th grade 29 44 20 7
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 15 32 1 12
Albert G. Oliver School Sth grade 45 35 12 8
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 5 18 72 B
Crotona Park West School 3rd grade 34 41 22 3
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 14 33 45 i
Crotona Park West School 4th grade 44 37 16 2
ICAHIN CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 0 16 74 11
Van Nest Academy 31d grade 11 35 47 7
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 0 4 43 54
Van Nest Academy 4th grade 13 48 29 10
TCAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 0 19 44 36
Van Nest Academy’ Sth grade 32 37 18 13
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 8 6 33 53
Van Nest Acaden 6th grade 15 27 30 28
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 0 47 47 6
Van Nest Academy 7th grade 12 38 40 9
ICAIIN CITARTER SCITOOL 8th grade 6 15 45 33
|V:m Nest Academy 8th grade 2 39 30 30

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 2A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER SRADE | dbelid | aRelld | mRitd | aheliad
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
URBAN ASSEMBLY BRONX ACADEMY OF 6th grade 45 31 18 6
1 RS
sess Academy charter school 6th grade 0 32 63
URBAN ASSEMBLY BRONX ACADEMY OF 7th grade 35 14 2
LETTERS
Success Acadcmy charter school 7th gmdr_ 0 ks 18
URBAN ASSEMBLY BRONX ACADEMY OF 8th grudc 37 21 11
LETTERS
Success Academy charter school 8th grade 0 36 62
WILLIAM FL.OYD SCHOOI, 3rd gmdc 29 29 4
Success Acndcmy charter school 3rd gradc 0 68 25
WILLIAM FLOYD SCHOOI. 4th grade 24 26 2
Suceess Academy charter school b grade 0 50 37

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Benjamin Franklin School

CLASS

3rd prade

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2
RESULTS | RESULTS

Percent, Percent]

3rd grade 0
2

LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
RESULTS | RESULTS

Percent] Percent)

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Benjamin Franklin School

4th grade
4th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Bronx Writing Academy

6th grade

6th grade 0

ordan I.. Mott Junior High School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Bronx Writing Academy

7th grade

7th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

3rd grade

Crown Elementary School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CIARTER SCIHHOOL

3rd grade
4th grade

Crown Elementary School

4th grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 3B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

EVE EVE
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS | RESULTS | RES
RORE (Pereerst) | (Perveni) | (Porcenty | (Percent)
MS 394 SCHOOL 3rd grade 36 36 24 3
Explore Schools charter school 3rd grade 26 23 87 14
S 394 SCHOOL 4th grade 44 26 18 12
Explore Schools charter school 4th grade 32 34 19 15
1S 394 SCHOOL Sth grade 57 32 8 4
Explore Schools charter school 5th grade 46 24 19 12
VIS 394 SCHOOL 6th grade 67 24 4 6
xplore Schools charter school 6th grade 35 33 15 17
MS 394 SCHOOL 7th grade 59 24 14 2
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 7 31 18 24
MS 394 SCIIOOL 8th grade 35 35 15 17
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 28 33 20 19
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 6th grade 45 35 12 7
Explore Schools charter school 6th grade 14 25 39 23
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 7th grade 53 26 16 4
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 17 35 24 24
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 8th grade 46 28 21 5
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 7 33 30 30
RYDER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 3rd grade 49 34 16 0
Explore Schools charter school 3rd grade 3 10 37 49
RYDER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 4th grade 23 39 17 21
Lxplore Schools charter school 4th grade 9 22 22 47

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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TABLE 4B: MATHEMATICS (continued)
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
GEORGE E. WIBECAN PREPARATORY ACADEMY

Uncommon Schools charter school
GEORGE E. WIBECAN PREPARATORY ACADEMY

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL

4th grade

LEVEL 2
RESULTS | RESULTS
(Percent) (Percc nt)

TLEVEL 1

L I 4
(Perccnt) (Percent)

_ i

Uncommon Schools charter school

4th grade

GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL

5th gmds

Uncommon Schools charter school
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL
Uncommon Schools charter school
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL

Uncommon Schools charter school

7th grade
7th grade

1

HERMAN SCHRETIRER SCHOOL

5th grade

Uncommon Schools charter school

5th grade

LEONARD DUNKLY SCHOOL
Uncommon Schools charter school
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient
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37
14
3
8
30
9
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B
7
15
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33
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Level 3: Proficient Level 4: Above Proficient
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NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL  New York State English Language Arts Test Results,

2017-2018
CLASS
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER %IE\A"II-Z)L
NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade
Langston Hughes School 3rd grade
NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
Langston Hughes School 4th grade
NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade
Langston Hughes School Sth grade

Performance Levels: ~ Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above thaent

NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 22 23 42 13
Langston Hughes School 3rd grade 20 15 46 20
NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 38 7 11 22
Tangston Hughes School 4th grade 43 42 14 1

NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 35 35 23 8
Langston Hughes School Sth grade 52 31 12 4

Performance Levels: _Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient
SOURH

CE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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ABLE 5A: NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

CLASS LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent, Percent, Percent Percent

ADRIAN HEGEMAN SCHOOL Sth grade 49 22 21 8
Achievement First charter school Sth grade 39 35 18 8
ALEJANDRINA B. DE GAUTIER SCIIOOL 3rd grade 19 63 19 0
Achievement First charter school 3rd grade 12 24 51 i3
ALEJANDRINA B. DE GAUTIER SCHOOL 4th grade 46 34 17 3
Achievement First charter school 4th grade & 19 55 23
ERNEST S. JENKYNS SCHOOL 3rd grade 36 35 26 3
Achievement First charter school 3rd grade 9 24 58 9
ERNEST S. JENKYNS SCHOOL 4th grade 28 51 18 4
Achievement First charter school 4th grade 4 33 43 20
ERNEST S. JENKYNS SCHOOL 5th grade 74 21 4 1
Achievement First charter school Sth grade 13 28 36 23
MARGARET 8. DOUGLAS JUNIOR HIGH

SCITOOL 6th grade 45 23 13 19
Achievement First charter school 6th grade 3 21 39 36
MARS(:\}}}(E)’&]S_ DOUGLAS JUNIOR HIGH Tt 50 29 1 10
Achievement First charter school 7th grade 5 2 58 10
MARGARET 5. DOUGLAS JUNIOR HIGIT

L J 8th grade 17 34 2 25
Achievement First charter school 8th grade 0 i1li 45 45

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

ENGLISH STUDENTS
ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER LATIGUACE. | il iTH s DISAQVANTAGED
Percent Percent ereci!
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL no data 16 91

Roberto Clemente School

12

95

BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING

Seton Falls School

91

BRONX GLOBAIL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS

CHARTER SCHOOL 17 14
(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL)
Concourse Village Elementary School 93

BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL

Carter G. Woodson School

9% ’
|
|
|
|

BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL

Carroll Gardens School for Innovation

CHILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL

no data

PS 211 Bronx

22

Math, Science & Technology Through Arts

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

18

no data

Benjamin Banneker School

no data

26

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

no data

87 |

[Johann DeKalb School

no data

46

88 |

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 2A:

‘NGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESGLAS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
FREDERICK DOUGLASS ACADEMY 11 6th grade 27 0
Wadlcigh Performing and Visual Arts 6th grade 3 20 12
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 0 44 42
FREDERICK DOUGLASS ACADEMY 11 7th grade 31 25 6
Wadlcigh Performing and Visual Arts 25 0
Success Academy charter school 7th grade s 62 20
FREDERICK DOUGLASS ACADEMY II 8th grade 29 14 14
Wadlcigh Performing and Visual Arts 33 0
Success Academy charter school 49 50
HENRY H. GARNET SCHOOL, 16 4
Success Academy charter school — 41 50
HERNANDEZ/HUGHES SCHOOL. 3rd grade 24 32 41 3
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 1 9 61 29
HERNANDEZ/HUGHES SCHOOL 39 10
Suceess Academy charter school 53 35
MAHALIA JACKSON SCHOOL 36 12 0
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 0 “ 81 12
MAHALIA JACKSON SCHOOL 4th grade 34 19 6
Success Academy charter school 33
MOSAIC PREPARATORY ACADEMY. 5th grade 35 24 11
Success Academy charter school Sth grade 3 36 46
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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CHILDRENS AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Language Arts Test Results,
2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
CHILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL

[ PS 211 Bronx

|CIIILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CITARTER SCITOOL

6th grade

PS 211 Bronx

6th prade

Math, Science & Technology Through Arts

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

6th grade

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient

CHILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOIL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRA E | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS

. | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) (Percent)
]CHILDREN’S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 40 33 18 8
PS 211 Bronx 5th grade 59 27 12 2
CHILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 31 35 21 13
PS 211 Bronx 6th grade 43 34 18 5
Math, Science & Technology Through Arts 6th grade 73 21 5 2

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOLS New Yor

State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | ILEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
| SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 24 29 24 24
Hunts Point School 6th grade 58 23 14 5

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade

Hunts Point School
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL
Hunts Point School

Tth srade
8th grade
8th grade

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

Phyllis Wheatley School

3rd grade
3rd grade

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOI,

Phyllis Wheatley School

i
4th grade

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

Phyllis Wheatley School

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Sth grade
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UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CI LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER (]11h ADE RESULTS RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
ercent,
[ 3rdgrade |

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade

Christopher Avenue Community School 3rd grade 29 26 29 16
JNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL, dth grade 0 9 25 66
Christopher Avenue Community School 4th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Christopher Avenue Community School Sth grade

N R

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade

Christopher Elementary School Sth grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 24 24 37
Eagle Academy for Young Men IT 6th grade 34 29 27 10
Mott Hall IV 6th grade 68 29 3 Q
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 13 20 29 38
Eagle Academy for Young Men 11 Tth grade 2 2 23 14
Mott Hall IV Tthgrade | 55 35 10 0

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

BLACK
STUDENTS

Percent

HISPANIC
STUDENTS

Percent

WHITE
STUDENTS

Percent

ASTAN
STUDENTS

Percent

Roberta Clemente School

BRONX CHARTER SCHOOL FOR BETTER LEARNING

Seton Falls Schaol

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL
('HE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL,

Concourse Village Elementary School 36 58 3
I A A

BROOKLYN CHARTER SCHOOL

1

Carter G. Woodson Schaol

BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL

Carroll Gardens School for Innovation

CHILDREN'S AID COLLEGE PREP CHARTER SCHOOL
PS 211 Bronx
Math, Scienee & Technology Through Arts

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

Benjamin Banneker School

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 3A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
RORE (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)

MS 394 SCHOOL 3rd grade 13 58 29 0
Explore Schools charter school 3rd grade 21 3 87 4

S 394 SCHOOL 4th grade 38 29 21 15
Explore Schools charter school 4th grade 15 36 40 £l

1S 394 SCHOOL Sth grade 34 45 15 6
Explore Schools charter school 5th grade 23 42 22 13

VIS 394 SCHOOL 6th grade 48 22 12 18

xplore Schools charter school 6th grade 31 29 19 21
MS 394 SCHOOL 7th grade 22 30 40 8
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 27 43 25 4
MS 394 SCIIOOL 8th grade 14 42 22 22
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 15 37 41 7
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 6th grade 42 20 25 13
Explore Schools charter school 6th grade 28 30 25 18
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 7th grade 26 34 27 13
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 24 35 33 7
PARKSIDE PREPARATORY ACADEMY 8th grade 13 31 33 24
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 2 39 46 14
RYDER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 3rd grade 21 37 43 0
Explore Schools charter school 3rd grade 3 36 50 10
RYDER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 4th grade 3 39 34 23
Lxplore Schools charter school 4th grade 5 38 36 26

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOI.

Alcjandrina B. De Gautier School

3rd grade

Ernest S. Jenkyns School

3rd

dth grade

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

Ernest 8. Jenkyns School

Sth arade

ACTIIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
Margaret S. Douglas Junior High School

6th
6th grade

ACITEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCITOOL

7th grade

7th grade

Sth grade

Margaret S. Douglas Junior High Schaol

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Sth grade

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

FENCLISH. STULENTS ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GENRKERS | prsgnities | DISADYANTAGED
‘ercent ercent

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 2
Eagle Academy for Young Men IT no data 5 84
Mott Hall TV no data 2 89

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 5
George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy 13 90

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL no data
Gregory Jocko Jackson School 11

Leonard Dunkly School

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 2
[ Math, Scicnce & Technology Middle School 90
UNCOMMON SCIHOOLS CHARTER SCIHOOL 71
Middle School for Art and Philosophy 94

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
SOURCE: New York State Education Department






OEBPS/image_rsrc3J4.jpg
TABLE 3A: NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESOTTS | RESCLTS | RESULIS
LEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
BROOKLYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY 3rd grade 15 54 28 2
SCHOOT.
Lxplore Schools charter school 3rd grade 26 26 44 4
BROOKLYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY 4th grade 40 30 18 12
SCHOOL
Explore Schools charter school 4th grade 31 g 20 9
BROOKLYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY Sth grade 62 23 15 0
SCHOOL
Explore Schools charter school Sth grade 43 21 20 16
EBBETS FIELD MIDDLE SCIIOOL 6th grade 7 10 10 3
Explore Schools charter school 6th grade 38 44 10 8
EBBETS FIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 7th grade 48 27 20 5
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 22 36 38 4
BBLETS FIELD MIDDLE SCITIOOL 8th grade 35 33 23 9
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 2 43 40 15
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 6th grade 52 28 12 8
Lxplore Schools charter school 6th grade 33 21 20 26
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL. 7th grade 45 36 16 3
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 22 49 o2 i
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 8th grade 24 7 12 F
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 12 41 36 12

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Mosaic Preparatory Academy

SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCITOOL
PS 138 Brooklyn

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Stem Institute of Manhattan

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

HISPANIC
STUDENTS

WHITE
STUDENTS

Percent

BLACK
STUDENTS

Percent Percent Percent
66 [ 30 T 0 1
49 40 0 8
I N R
77 1
82 10 5 2
I R R R

1

6 4

45 45
I B R B
64 31 B B

Urban Assembly Academy for Future Leaders

SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCIHOOL

56 35 2 2

56 40 1 il

Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters

41 56 3 0

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 66 26 4 i
William Floyd School 49 47 1 1
UNCOMMON SCIIOOLS CITARTER SCIIOOL 83 15 il 0
Christopher Avenue Community School 70 27 1 0
UNCOMMON SCIHOOLS CITARTER SCHOOL 66 30 1 0
Christopher Elementary School 73 23 3 0

SOURCE: New York State Education Department





OEBPS/image_rsrc3MK.jpg
APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

ENGILISH STUDENTS
ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER LANCGIAGE | o ol o DISADVANTAGED
Percent Percent reent
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL i =
Benjamin Franklin School 16 26

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL o)
Bronx Whiting Academy 9%
ordan L. Mott Junior High School 98

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Crown Elementary School

Frederick Douglass Academy 1T

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Henry H. Garnet School

|SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Hernandez/Hughes School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CIHARTER SCHOOL

Mahalia Jackson School

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

ENGLISH STUDENTS

i ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER LANGUACE | rismaamoms DISADVANTAGED

Percent

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCITOOL no data “

Mosaic Preparatory Academ no data

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
PS 138 Brooklyn

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Stem Institute of Manhattan

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Urban Assembly Academy for Future Teaders

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters

SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCIIOOL 1o data 9 80
William Floyd School 14 27 98
TUNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHHARTER SCHOOL 10 data i 88
Christopher Avenue Community School 5 27 98
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CITARTER SCHOOL 3 16 93
Christopher Elementary School 1o data 53 97

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018
(Continued)

_-
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS RESULTS RESULTS | RESULTS
(Percent) Percent) Percenr (Peroent

“
MS 394 Brooklyn 6th grade 48 22
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 2

MS 394 Brooklyn 7th grade 22

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 15

MS 394 Brooklyn 8th grade

EXPLORE SCITOOLS CITARTER SCHOOL

Parkside Preparatory Academy 6th grade
[EXPLORE SCIHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
[Parkside Preparatory Academy Tth grade
[EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade

Parkside Preparatory Academy 8th grade

[EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade
| Ryder Elementary School 3rd grade

[EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
Ryder Elementary School 4th grade
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TABLE 1A: NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESOLTS | RESOITS | RESULTS | RESULES
TEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)

ALEXANDER HUMBOLDT SCHOOL. 3rd grade 28 37 33 1
KIPP charter schaol 19 68 7
MARIA TERESA SCHOOI, 6th grade 52 24 19 5
Patria Mirabal School 6th grade 42 37 13 Z
KIPP charter school 6th grade i 17 i 42
MARIA TERESA SCHOOL 7th grade 44 36 17 8
Patria Mirabal School 7th grade 37 4 19 3
KIPP charter school 7th grade 42 35 12
MARIA TERESA SCHOOL 8th grade 40 28 19
Patria Mirabal School 8th grade 37 30 10
KIPP charter school 8th grade 30 44 26
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 6th grade 33 11 0
KIPP charter school 6th grade 14 29 28 29
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 7th grade 57 26 15 2
57 42
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 8th grade 18 55 18 8
KIPP charter school 8th grade 2 26 35 36

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient Level 4 Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

(Continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 1
GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS

LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
RESULTS | RESULTS

LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOI, 3rd grade 2 18 63 17
George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy 3rd grade 42 37 18

UNCOMMON SCIIOOLS CLHIARTER SCITOOL

4th mde

George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy

4th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Sth grade

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

5th grade

UNCOMMON SCITOOLS CITARTER SCITOOL

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

6th grade
6th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Gregory Jocko Jackson School
UNCOMMON SCHOOILS CHARTER SCHOOI.

7th grade
7th grade

8th grade

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

8th grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOT.
Herman Schreiber School

Sth grade
Sth grade

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Leonard Dunkly School

Sth grade
Sth grade

Performance Levels: Tevel 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BLACK HISPANIC WHITE ASIAN
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS
Percent Percent Percent Percent
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 92 5 il 1
Isaac Bildersee Junior ITigh School 84 Z 6 3

[EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

MS 394 Brooklyn

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Parkside Preparatory Academ

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOI.

Ryder Elementary School

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL

Young Diplomats Magnet Academy

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL

East Side Community School

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL
Island School

GIRLS PREP CTTARTER SCITOOL

Paul L. Dunbar Middle School

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 5B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

-
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER CRADE | KESCTIS | Kisoiis | Ksciis | msciis
TEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)

NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOL 6th grade 54 30 11 5
Achievement First charter school 6th grade 18 31 34 17
NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOL. 7th gradc 60 24 16 0
Achievement First charter school 7th grade 5 23 39 13
NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOI. 8th grnde 59 29 13 0
Achievement First charter school 8th grade 8 20 29 44
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL Sth gmde 0 24 42 34
Achievement First charter school Sth grade 0 12 41 47
PHILIPPA SCHUYTER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOI, 6th grade 20 30 37 12
Achievement First charter school 6th grade 6 20 37 36
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOI, 7th grade 22 34 3 12
Achievement First charter school 7th grade 1 3 il 74
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOIL, 8th grade 27 34 25 14
Achievement First charter school 8th gradc 0 2 iks 80
ROBERTO CLEMENTE SCHOOL 3rd grade 57 16 19 7
Achievement First charter school 3rd grndc 0 1 26 78
ROBERTO CLEMENTE SCHOOI, 4th grudr: 38 16 23 23
Achievement First charter school 4th grudc 1 27 28 44

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

ENGLISH STUDENTS ECONOMICALLY
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER TANGIRCE | ot s DISADVANTAGED
Percent Percent sroent

ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 13 10 93
Mother Hale Academy 10 31 99
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL no data 23 84
Adrian Hegeman School 22 16 91
ACTIIEVEMENT FIRST CIHARTER SCITOOL i1 16 88

Alejandrina B. De Gautier School

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

Ernest S. Jenkyns School

[ACITIEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCITOOL 2 11 84
[ Margaret S. Douglas Junior High School 15 25 94
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL no data 15 77

New Heights Middle School 6 31 89

ACTIEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCIIOOL 4 17 87

5 16 83

[Philippa Schuyler Junior High School

SOURCE: New York State Education Department






OEBPS/image_rsrc3KF.jpg
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

CLASS LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent Percent Percent Percent]
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL
School of Integrated Learning 6th grade
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
School of Integrated Learning 7th grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL
School of Integrated Learning 8th grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade

William Tloyd Garrison School Sth grade

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade

5

T.ou Gehtig School th prace 7
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL
William Lloyd Garrison School 7th grade
Lou Gehrig School 7th grade
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL
William Lloyd Garrison School
Lou Gehrig School 8th grade
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 2B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

= 3 e o e =

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS | RESULIS | RESULTS | RESCLTS

LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) Pe ) (Percent)
PS 138 BROOKLYN 3rd grade 11 9 27
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 0 2 7l
PS 138 BROOKLYN 4 28 =
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 4 81
PS 138 BROOKLYN 5th grade 15 35 16
Success Academy charter school Sth grade 14 85
PS 138 BROOKLYN 6th grade 27 29 26 19
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 9 86
STEM INSTITUTE OF MANHATTAN 3rd grade 22 0
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 0 5 95
EM INSTITUTE OF MANHATTAN 4th grade 18 7
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 0 1 99
URBAN ASSEMBLY ACADEMY FOR FUTURE 6th grade 0

LEADERS
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 0 0 2 98
URBAN ASSEMBLY ACADEMY FOR FUTURE 0
LEADERS

Success Academy charter school 7th grade 0 0 20 80

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2

LEVEL 3

LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULIS | RESULTS
LEVEL | (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
ACADEMIC LEADERSITIP CITARTER SCIIOOL 3rd grade 7 6 | 56 36
Mother Hale Academy 3rd grade 24 48 | 22 5
ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 7 24 [ a4 24
Mother Hale Academy 4th grade 17 40 [ 36 6

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient

ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL 2
RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL3
RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL 4
RESULTS
(Percent)

ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOT.

3rd grade

2

10

32

56

Mother Hale Academy

3rd grade

33

38

26

3

ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

4th grade

7]

27

22

47

Mother Hale Academy

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

4th grade

Level 2: Below Proficient

19

43

Level 3: Proficient

30

9

Level 4: Above Proficient
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS 3y IEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER ?IF‘CPF g RESULTS R}r,sum“)s RESULTS
LEVEL Percent

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade
Benjamin Franklin School 3rd grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL g
Benjamin Franklin School 4th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Bronx Writing Academy 6th grade
ordan L. Mott Junior High School 6th grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
Bronx Writing Academy 7th grade
ordan .. Mott Junior High School 7th grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CITARTER SCITIOOL

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 0 & 58 57
Crown Elementary School 4th grade 26 48 21 5

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER
SUCCESS ACADEMY CIHARTER SCITOOL

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL
6th grade

LEVEL 2
RESULTS

LEVEL 4
RESULTS

Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters

6th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters 7th grade

7th grade

0

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
William Floyd School

3rd grade
3rd grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

4th grade

‘William Floyd School

Performance Levels: ~ Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

4th grade

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS CHARTER SCHOOL
(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL) New York State English Language Arts Test Results,

2017-2018

CLASS
GRADE
LEVEL

LEVEL 1
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULL'S
BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL
(I'HE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL)

3rd grade

LEVEL2 | LEVEL3
RESULTS | RESULTS

LEVEL 4
RESULTS

Concourse Village Elementary School 3rd grade

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL

THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL,

Concourse Village Elementary School

4th grade

4th grade

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL
(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL)

Sth grade

10

Concourse Village Elementary School Sth grade

44 33

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS

(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) | (Percent)

CLASS

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE

LEVEL

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHHOOL 3rd grade

MS 394 Brooklyn 3rd grade

26 37 14

[ 6 [ 24 [ 3 |

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

MS 394 Brooklyn 4th J_,mdc

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade

MS 394 Brooklyn 5th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade

MS 394 Brooklyn ()th grade
EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL | 7thgrade | 27 |

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 8111 grade

MS 394 anklvn | 8thgrade | 33 |

LXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade

Parkside Preparatory Academy 6th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
Parkside Preparatory Academy 7th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade

Parkside Preparatory Academy 8th grade

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOI.

Ryder Elementary School
EXPLORE SCHOOI.S CHARTER SCHOOL. 4th grade

Rvder Elementary School 4th prade
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TABLE 2B: NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER CRADE | RESUIAS | RESCIAS | RESOTAS | RESUIAS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN SCHOOL 3rd grade 24 25 28 22
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 0 1 278 2
BENJAMIN FRANKLIN SCHOOL 4th grade 35 37 18 9
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 1 3 96
BRONX WRITING ACADEMY 6th grade 44 23 25 8
Jordan L. Mott Junior High School 6th gradc 46 34 17 2.
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 0 0 2 98
BRONX WRITING ACADEMY 7th gradc 51 32 13

Jordan L. Mott Junior High School 7th grade 67 26 6 1
Success Acadcmy charter school 7th gradc 0 0 2 98
CROWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 3rd gnld:: 41 24 27 8
Success Academy charter school 31rd grade 0] 0 8 92
CROWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 4th grade 36 34 16 13
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 1 5 94

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient Level 4: Above Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 4A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

TAS T = =T T

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESUIGS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

MATH, SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY MIDDLE 6th grade 44 34 13 9
SCHOOL

Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 16 30 28

MATH, SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY MIDDLE 7th grade 32 33 22 13
SCHOOL

Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 13 29 12

MATTI], SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY MIDDLE 8th grade 18 40 28 13
SCHOOL

Uncommon Schools charter school 8th grade 3 iy

MIDDLE SCHOOL FOR ART AND PHILOSOPHY 6th grade 35 39 - 18

Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 4 26 30

MIDDLE SCHOOL FOR ART AND PHILOSOPHY 7th grade 41 29 28 2

Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 18 5

MIDDLE SCHOOL FOR ART AND PIILOSOPITY | 8th grade 18 43 1

Uncommon Schools charter school 8th grade 10 38 32 20

]
PAUL ROBESON SCIHOOL, 5th grade 39 44 6
Uncommon Schools charter school 5th grade 9 31

Level 3: Proficient Level 4: Above Proficient
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UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

(Continued)
CLASS LEVEL 1 TEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
UNCOMMON SCITOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 3 13 37 47
George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy 3rd grade 62 24 11 5
UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 7 6 31 57

George E. Wibecan Preparatory Academy

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

Gregory Jocko Jackson School

5th grade 51

6th grade 12

6th grade 56

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

7th grade 9

Gregory Jocko Jackson School 7th grade 63

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

| 5th grade 37

THerman Schreiber School

UNCOMMON SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

5th grade 29

TLeonard Dunkly School

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Sth grade 45

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY II CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Language Arts lest
Results, 2017-2018

LEVEL3 [ LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS | RESULTS

EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY IT CHARTER 3ed
SCHOOL rd grade
Central Park East I School 3rd grade
EASTS%?—I%C%%I SCHOLARS ACADEMY II CHARTER 4¢h grade
Central Park East I School 4th grade 17 17 33 33
lEASTSIéQIgZ)}%A SCHOLARS ACADEMY IT CHARTER Sth grade 40 37 13 10
|C:ncm.l Park East [ School Sth grade 25 38 13 25

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY II CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results,
2017-2018

CLASS [ LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS
LEVEL | (Percent) [ (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)

EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY IT CHARTER

SCHOOL 3rd grade o8 28 34 9
Central Park East I School 3rd grade 38 38 13 13
EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY IT CHARTER

SCHOOL Sth grade 40 28 19 13
Central Park East [ School Sth grade 40 20 0 40

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

BLACK
STUDENTS

Percent

HISPANIC
STUDENTS

Percent

WHITE
STUDENTS

Percent

ASIAN
STUDENTS

Percent

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL

71

New Design Middle School

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL
School of Integrated Learning

28
55
88
81

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL

William Lloyd Garrison School

Lou Gehrig School

MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL

15
9

Amalia Castro School
I A

NEW AMERICAN ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL.
Langston Hughes School

SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL

Entrada Academy

School of Performing Arts Middle School

I
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL, CHARTER SCHOOL 44
41

onathan D. Iyatt School

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 4A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE:

Vew York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GEADE | RESULLS | RESOLTS | RESUIDS | RESCLAS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
GEORGE E.WIBECAN PREPARATORY ACADEMY 3rd grade 37 18 3
Uncommon Schools charter school 3rd grade 18 63 ity
GEORGE E. WIBECAN PREPARATORY ACADEMY 4th grade 33 14 5
Uncommon Schools charter school 4th grade 11 40 47
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL 5th grade 32 22 2
Uncommon Schools charter school 5th grade 30 27 18
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL 6th grade 22 20 5
Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 33 36 19
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL 7th grade 35 11 7
Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 44 33 10
GREGORY JOCKO JACKSON SCHOOL 8th grade 43 17 4
Uncommon Schools charter school 8th grade 30 46 16
HERMAN SCHREIBER SCHOOL 5th grade 29 22 17
Uncommon Schaols charter school Sth grade 42 24 6
LEONARD DUNKLY SCITOOL 5th grade 41 50 6 3
Uncommon Schools charter school 5th grade 25 44 25 7

Level 4: Above Proficient
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TABLE 1B: NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESCLTS | RESULGS | RESULTS | RESULIS
LEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
ALEXANDER HUMBOLDT SCHOOL 3rd grade 25 31 30 14
KIPP charter school 3rd grade 7 15 41 37
MARIA TERESA SCHOOL 6th grade 50 29 18 4
Patria Mirabal School 6th grade 41 25 22 13
KIPP charter school 6th grade 6 10 49 35
MARIA TERESA SCHOOL 7th grade a5 35 19 11
Patria Mirabal School 7th grade 37 35 20 8
KIPP charter school 7th grade 16 21 31 31
MARIA TERESA SCHOOL 8th grade 23 38 18 22
Patria Mirabal School 8th grade 37 48 13 1
KIPP charter school 8th grade 6 23 29 41
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 6th grade 85 5 10 0
KIPP charter school 6th grade 4 21 34 41
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 7th grade 71 22 7 0
KIPP charter school 7th grade 6 13 18 68
NEW DESIGN MIDDLE SCHOOL 8th grade 61 24 12; 3
KIPP charter school 8th grade 4 2 16 68

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2:

Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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KIPP CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

CILASS TEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 TLEVEL3 TEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE [ RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent) Percent] Percent) Percent)
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 19 24 32 25
School of Integrated Learnin, 6th grade 14 24 22 39
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 25 38 26 11
School of Integrated Learning: 7th grade 2 31 35 12
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOIL, 8th grade 13 26 v 24
School of Integrated Learning 8th grade 18 41 23 18
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 25 31 27 17
William Lloyd Garrison School 5th grade 51 32 10 7
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 9 20 23 48
William Lloyd Garrison School 6th grade 53 29 10 7
Lou Gehrig School 6th grade 48 28 23 1
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 10 55 46 9
William Lloyd Garrison School 7th grade 54 28 14 4
T.ou Gehrig School 7th grade 58 34 8 0
KIPP CHARTER SCHOOI, 8th grade 8 15 42 35
‘William Lloyd Garrison School 8th grade 24 57 13 6
Lou Gehrig School 8th grade 51 39 8 3

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Language Arts Test Results,
2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL
Carroll Gardens School for Innovation
BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL
Carroll Gardens School for Innovation

BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade
Carroll Gardens School for Innovation 8th grade 14

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOIL. New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018
CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 19 28 31
Carroll Gardens School for Innovation 6th grade 15 35 25
BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
Carroll Gardens School for Innovation 7th grade
BROOKLYN URBAN GARDEN CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade

Carroll Gardens School for Innovation 8th grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

| scrioots novsep oceTrer | i | K
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS RESULTS RESULTS RESULTS
LEVEL Percent, Percent, Percent Percent
GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade --

ast Side Community School 6th grade

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
East Side Community School 7th grade zs

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 4 n
31 33 33 3

Island School 3rd grade
GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
Tsland School 4th grade

GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Paul L. Dunbar Middle School 6th grade
GIRLS PREP CITARTER SCIIOOL 2
Paul I_. Dunbar Middle School 7th grade
GIRLS PREP CHARTER SCHOOL Sth prade
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department






OEBPS/image_rsrc3J8.jpg
TABLE 4A: NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

CLASS LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL |  3rd grade 22 35 41 3

Uncommon Schools charter school
CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL.

3rd
4th grade

grade

1 14

Uncommon Schools charter school 4th grade 2 18
CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL | 5th grade 58 25
Uncommon Schools charter school Sth grade

CHRISTOPHER ELEMENTARY SCHOOT, Sth grade 67 21
Uncommon Schools charter school | S5thgrade 36 30
EAGLE ACADEMY FOR YOUNG MEN II 6th grade 51 32
Mott [Tall IV 6th grade 38 38

Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade

EAGLE ACADEMY FOR YOUNG MEN II 7th grade 27 50
Mott Hall IV 7th grade 23 50
Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 16 35

Mott Hall IV

EAGLE ACADEMY FOR YOUNG MEN II

Uncommon Schools charter school

8th grade
8th grade
8th grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

T LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RADE RESULTS | RESULTS

(Percent) | (Percent)
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade 44
Lntrada Academy 6th grade
School of Performing Arts Middle School 6th grade
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
School of Performing Arts Middle School 7th grade
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade
Entrada Academ 8th grade
School of Performing Arts Middle School 8th grade

SOUTII BRONX CLASSICAL CIIARTER SCIIOOL 3rd grade
Jonathan D. Hyatt School 3rd grade
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOT, 4th grade
Jonathan 1. Hyatt School 4th grade
SOUTH BRONX CLASSICAL CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade

Jonathan D. Hyatt School 5th grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BILACK HISPANIC WHITE ASTAN
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS
Percent Percent Percent Percent
ACADEMIC LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 41 57 0 0
Mother ITale Academy 42 55 0 3

[ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

Adrian Iegeman School

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

Alejandrina B. De Gautier School

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL,

Ernest S. Jenkyns School

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

[Margaret 5. Douglas Junior High School

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
New Heights Middle School

97
84
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL,

Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 36

SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 4B: NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESUITS | RESCITS | RESULTS | RESULTS

LEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL, |  3rd grade 29 26 29 16
Uncommon Schools charter school 3rd grade 3 7 31 59
CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL |  4th grade 29 39 14 18
Uncommon Schools charter school 4th grade 0 9 25 66
CHRISTOPHER AVENUE COMMUNITY SCHOOL | 5th grade 54 33 8 4
Uncommon Schools charter schaol 5th grade 10 w2 i 33
CHRISTOPHER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL Sth grade 76 20 4 0
Uncommon Schools charter school Sth grade 39 13 27 19
EAGLE ACADEMY FOR YOUNG MEN II 6th grade 34 29 27 10
Mott Hall IV 6th grade 68 29 3 0
Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 15 24 24 3
EAGLE ACADEMY FOR YOUNG MEN IT 7th grade 22 42 23 14
Mott Hall IV 7th grade 55 35 10 0
Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 13 20 29 38

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018 (Continued)

CLASS LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
SUCCESS ACADEMY CIARTER SCITOOL 6th grade 22 78

0
Frederick Douglass Academy 11 50
Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts 40
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 2

Frederick Douglass Academy 11 7th grade

Wadleigh Performing and Visual Arts 7th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade

Ilenry [1. Garnct School Sth grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL

Hernandez/Hughes School

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade

Hernandez/Hughes School 29 39 26

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade

Mahalia Jackson School 3rd grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL
VIahalia Jackson School 4th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOT. Sth grade

Mosaic Preparatory Academy 5th grade

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

TLevel 4: Above Proficient
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ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

LEVEL 1
RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL 2
RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL 3
RESULTS
(Percent)

LEVEL 4
RESULIS
(Percent)

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

39

Adrian Hegeman School

Sth grade 49

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
Alejandrina B. De Gautier School

3rd grade 2
19

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

4th grade 3

[ Alejandrina B. De Gautier School

4th grade 46

ACITIEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade -_
36

Ernest 8. Jenkyns School

3rd grade

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

4th grade

Lrnest S. Jenkyns School
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
Ernest 8. Jenkyns School

7]
28

4th grade

5th rrn\dt

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL

6th grade

Margaret 5. Douglas Junior High School

6th grade

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLI.

7th grade

Margaret S. Douglas Junior High School 7th grade 50 29 11 10
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CITARTER SCITOOL 8th grade 0 11 45 45
Margaret 8. Douglas Junior High School 8th grade 17 34 24 25

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA
LANGUAGE
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER LANCIACE

Percent

STUDENTS
WITH
DISABILITTES

Percent

ECONOMICALLY
DISADVANTAGED

Percent

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOIL
ITunts Point School

21

92

HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL.

ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL

Albert G. Oliver School

ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL

Van Nest Academy

KIPP CHARTER SCHOOL

Alexander Humboldt School
KIPP CIHARTER SCHOOL

Maria Teresa School

Patria Mirabal School
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Pmem) (Pmem) (l’erccnt) (l’erc:nt)
3rd grade

NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Sth grade 31 29 23 16
bth grade 27 23 21 29

) y\mm

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient Level 3: Proﬁcle.nt Level 44 Above Proﬁuent
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

C] LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent Percent Percent Percent

NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 4th grade 26 25 21 28
“
8th grade 36 ’30 18 17:
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS CHARTER SCHOOL

(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL) New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL [ (Percent) | (Percent) [ (Percent) | (Percent)

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 31 0
(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL)

Concourse Village Elementary School 3rd grade

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
(THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCHOOL)

Concourse Village Elementary School 4th grade

BRONX GLOBAL LEARNING INSTITUTE FOR GIRLS
CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade
THE SHIRLEY RODRIGUEZ-REMENESKI SCIIOOL)

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Language Arts Test Results,
2017-2018

CLASS | LEVELI | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent chccnt

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL

Young Diplomats Magnet Academy

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL
o Diplomats Magnet Academy

Performance Levels: Lev:l 1 VVell Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proﬂcicnt Level 4: Above Proﬁcient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent, Percent) Percent) Percent,

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL 42 24 29
Young Diplomats Magnet Academy 3rd grade 48 35 13

FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 21 30 30 19
[Young Diplomats Magnet Academy 4ch grade 50 41 9 0
[FUTURE LEADERS INSTITUTE CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 25 48 15 13
[Young Diplomats Magnet Academy 5th grade 41 22 22 15

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 2A: NEW YORK STATE ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

CLASS LEVEL LEVEL LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTIS RESULTZS RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN SCHOOL
Success Academy charter school

BENJAMIN FRANKLIN SCHOOL

Success Academy charter school

BRONX WRITING ACADEMY 6th grade 43
39

Jordan L. Mott Junior High School 6th grade
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 0
Jordan L. Mott Junior I Ijgh School 7th grade 50
Success Academy charter school 7th grade
BRONX WRITING ACADEMY 8th grade
ordan L. Mott Junior ITigh School

Success Academy charter school

Success Academy charter school 4th grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS

LEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
ICAHN CHARTER SCLHOOL 3rd grade 9 26 37 29
Albert G. Oliver School 3rd grade 38 36 21 5
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 10 23 36 31
Albert G. Oliver School 4th grade 39 37 iz 7
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 9 24 45 21
Albert G. Oliver School Sth grade 46 25 19 10
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade 3 8 46 41
Crotona Park West School 3rd grade 25 37 28 10
ICATIN CITARTER SCIIOOL 4th grade 17 24 17 43
Crotona Park West School 4th grade 40 35 21 5
TCATIN CHIARTER SCIOOL 3rd grade 8 8 34 55
Van Nest Academy 3rd grade 7 25 43 25
TCAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 0 0 18 82
Van Nest Academ: 4th grade 6 297 44 22
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 5 B 22 68
Van Nest Academy 5th grade 23 3T 20 20
ICATIN CITARTER SCIIOOL 6th grade 3 14 33 50
Van Nest Academy 6th grade 19 40 29 13
TCAHN CHARTER SCHOOL, 7th grade 3 14 39 44
Van Nest Acadeny 7th grade 12 38 31 19
ICAHN CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 6 21 24 48
Van Nest Academy 8th grade 22 30 31 18

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4 Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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APPENDIXII: STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

BLACK HISPANIC WHITE ASIAN
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS | STUDENTS
Percent Percent Percent Percent

DR. RICHARD IZQUIERDO HEAL'TH AND
SCIENCE CHARTER SCHOOL
Bronx Latin School

EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY 11
CHARTER SCHOOI.

EMBER CHARTER
Clara Cardwell School

Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL
Ebbets Field Middle School
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOLS
2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

New York State English Language Arts Test Results,

LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
RESULTS
(Percent)

RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
(Percent)

(Percent) (Percent)

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

2

Benjamin Banneker School

COMMUNITY PARTNERSIIIP CITARTER SCITOOL

3rd grade

Johann DeKalb School

3rd grade

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL
Johann DeKalb School

4th grade
4th grade

20

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State M.nhematiu,Teat Results, 2017 2018

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CITARTER SCIHHOOL

5th gxadc

Benjamin Banneker School

5th mldc

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL

ohann DeKalb School 21 14
COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL ]8 18

Johann DeKalb School

_

4th grade 70

Performance Levels: ~ Level 1: Well Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: l’mﬁuenr Leve el 4. Above l’rohaem
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HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018
CLASS LEVEL1 | LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
Lth:,L (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
_-_
THunts Pomt School 6th gn\de
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade 16 41 26 18
Hunts Point School 7th grade
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOIL.
Phyllis Wheatley School 31d rade
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL 4th
Phyllis Wheatley School 4th
HYDE LEADERSHIP CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 18 49 27 6
[ Phyllis Wheatley School Sth grade 67 12 15 6 |

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient ~ Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient ~ Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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CHARTER SCHOOLS
and

THEIR ENEMIES

Thomas Sowell

BASIC BOOKS
New York
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TABLE 3B: NEW YORK STATE MATHEMATICS TEST RESULTS, 2017-2018

Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

e T T A
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULS | RESULES | RESULAS | RESCLAS
(Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
BROOKLYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY 3rd grade 55 15 6
SCHOOL
Explore Schools charter school 3rd grade 33 35 15
BROOKILYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY 4th grade 66 10 2
SCHOOL
Explore Schools charter school 4th grade 33 19 22
BROOKLYN ARTS AND SCIENCE ELEMENTARY Sth gndL 27 2 2
SCHOOL
Explore Schools charter school 18 13
EBBETS FIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 6th grade 63 15 17 5
[Explore Schools charter school Gth prade 2 9
EBBETS FIELD MIDDILE SCHOOQOI. 7th grade 5/ 29 13 2
Explore Schools charter school 7th grade 18 32 36 14
EBBETS FIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 8th grade 44 16 23 16
Explore Schools charter school 8th grade 13 B 48 12
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 6th grade 60 19 15 6
Explore Schools charter school 6th grade 55 i 20 9
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGIT SCHOOL 7th grade 49 32 17 3
Explore Schools charter school 7th prade 37 28 28 i
ISAAC BILDERSEE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 8th grade 45 42 10 3
Explore Schools charter school 17 5

Level 4: Above Proficient
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EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL New York State English Language Arts lest Results, 2017-2018

LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS [ RESULTS
(Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) [ (Percent)

EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL 14 34 53 2
Clara Cardwell School 3rd grade 48 40 12 0

EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 9 47 26 18

Clara Cardwell School

EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 34 39 19 8
Clara Cardwell School Sth grade 53 21 21 5
Performance Levels:  Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER SHADY | RESCHAS | RESHEES | RESTEAS | AESTHAY

TEVEL | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (ercent)
EMBER CHARTER SCHOOI. 3rd gmde 33 34 D5 8
Clara Cardwell School 3rd grade 76 12 12 0
EMBER CHARTER SCHOOI. 4th grade 40 40 18 2
Clara Cardwell School 4th grade 50 33 6 11
EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 56 30 10 | 5
Clara Cardwell School 5th grade 53 32 16 I 0

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 4B: MATHEMATICS (continued)

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient

SOURCE: New York State Education Department

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESULTS | RESULAS | WESUIES | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
MATH, SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY MIDDLE 6th grade 51 28 8
SCHOOL
Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 10 36 23
MATH, SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY MIDDLE 7th grade 36 38 4
SCHOOL
Uncommon Schools charter school 7th grade 15 40
MIDDLE SCIIOOL FOR ART AND PITILOSOPITY 6th grade 50 36 2
Uncommon Schools charter school 6th grade 26 35 16
MIDDLE SCIIOOL FOR ART AND PITILOSOPIIY 7th grade 66 26 9 0
Uncommon Schools charter schaol 7th grade 13 33 25 29
]
PAUL ROBESON SCIOOL, 5th grade 44 39 6
Uncommon Schools charter school 5th grade 14 28

Level 3: Proficient Level 4: Above Proficient
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MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018
VEL LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER “SULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
3] (l’crccnt) (Pcn:cnt) (Percent) (Pcn:cm)
MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL 29

Amalia Castro School [Grdgrade [ 10 [ 31 [ 5 |

-_
—_
[Amalia CastroSchool [ dthgrade | 14 [ 46 [ 34 [ 6 |
l\rlANHA'l”I'AN CHARTER SCHOOL 5th grade 35 18
Amalia Castro School Sth orade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL New York State Mathematics Test Results, 2017-2018

CLASS | LEVEL1 [ LEVEL2 | LEVEL3 | LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE | RESULTS
LEVEL Percent Percent) (Pe.rceut Percent
MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade
Amalia Castro School 3rd grade 21 AZ 39 7
MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade 6 13 25
MANHATTAN CHARTER SCHOOL Sth grade 24 29
Amalia Castro School Sth grade 38 29 29 3
Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient  Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOLS  New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018
(Continued)

/ B EVEL 3
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER GRADE RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 6th grade
Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters 6th grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters 7th grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade
Urban Assembly Bronx Academy of Letters 8th grade

SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade
William Floyd School 3rd grade
SUCCESS ACADEMY CHARTER SCHOOL 4th grade
William Floyd School 4th grade

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient ~ Level 3: Proficient  Level 4: Above Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department
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TABLE 5A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER SRADE | RESCT | RESOMR | nRCd | aeCad
(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)

NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOT, 29 13 12
Achievement First charter school 24 35 34
NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOL, 33 19 5

Achievement First charter school 7th grade 34 52 4
NEW HEIGHTS MIDDLE SCHOOI, 8th grade 52 11 8
Achievement First charter school 26 35 35
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 5th grade 21 39 24
Achievement First charter school 5th grade 34 38 20
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 17 34 38
Achicvement First charter school 6th grade 6 18 24 52
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 7th grade 33 45 9
Achicvement First charter school 7th grade 19 58 23
PHILIPPA SCHUYLER JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL, 8th grade 23 # 30
Achievement First charter school 8th grade 3 47 46
ROBERTO CLEMENTE SCHOOL 28 28 1

Achicvement First charter school 17 58 23
ROBERTO CLEMENTE SCHOOL 38 20 16
Achievement First charter school 4th grade 2 22 41 34

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient  Level 2: Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 3: Proficient

Level 4: Above Proficient
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APPENDIXIII: SPECIAL STUDENTS DATA

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER

ENGLISH
LANGUAGE
LEARNERS

Percent

STUDENTS
WITH
DISABILITIES

Percent

ECONOMICALLY
DISADVANTAGED

Percent

DR. RICHARD [ZQUIERDO HEALTH AND
SCIENCE CHARTER SCHOOL

10

28

94

Bronx Latin School

18

31

95

EAST HARLEM SCHOLARS ACADEMY II
CHARTER SCHOOL

4

25

89

Central Park East I School

no data

20

40

EMBER CHARTER SCHOOL

7

17

85

Clara Cardwell School

no data

31

97

EXPLORE SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL 4 32 78
Brooklyn Arts and Science Elementary School 8 b
—

EXPLORE

E SCHOOLS CHARTER SCHOOL

il

73

Ebbets Field Middle School
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

23

30

98
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ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOLS New York State English Language Arts Test Results, 2017-2018
(Continued)

SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER RESOTTS | RESCITS | REACITS
(Percent) (Percent) (I’ercent) (Pen:ent)

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
New Heights Middle School
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 7th grade
New Heights Middle School 7th grade 44 33 19 5
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL [ Sthgrade [ 8 [ 34 [ 38 [ 20 |
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 52

6th grade 11 17

Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 38
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCIOOL
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School 7th grade 9
ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 8th grade 0 8 v 46
Philippa Schuyler Junior High School _

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHARTER SCHOOL 3rd grade -

Roberto Clemente School 3rd grade 28

ACHIEVEMENT FIRST CHHARTER SCHOOL _
Roberto Clemente School 4th grade 16

Performance Levels: ~ Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Pmﬁucn(

chcl 3: Proﬂclenr

chcl 4. Above Proficient
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TABLE 2A: ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS (continued)

Performance Levels: Level 1: Well Below Proficient
SOURCE: New York State Education Department

Level 2: Below Proficient

Level 3: Proficient

CLASS LEVEL1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
SCHOOLS HOUSED TOGETHER | GRADE | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS | RESULTS
LEVEL (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
PS 138 BROOKTYN
Suceess Academy chaster school [Sdgrade [0 [ 8 T 71 [ 21 |
PS 138 BROOKLYN 4th grade
Success Academy charter school 4th grade 0 14 58 28
PS 138 BROOKLYN 5th grade 29 21 26 25
Success Academy charter school 5th grade 0 15 38 46
PS 138 BROOKLYN 6th grade 33 28 20 19
Success Academy charter school 6th grade 0 5 ) s
SRS G MNTATIN
Success Academy charter school 3rd grade 72 24
STEM INSTITUTE OF MANHATTAN 4th grade 22 44 2 11
Success Academy charter school 46 ]
URBAN ASSEMBLY ACADEMY FOR FUTURE 52 36 12 0
LEADERS
Success Academy charter school 0 & 21 76
URBAN ASSEMBLY ACADEMY FOR FUTURE 41 39 19 2
LEADERS
Success Academy charter school 0 12 46 42
URBAN ASSEMBLY ACADEMY FOR FUTURE 26 45 24 5
LEADERS
Success Academy charter school 0 5 41 54

Level 4: Above Proficient





