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ABSTRACT

Circles of Influence: Rational decision-making, strategic positioning, and the formation of

charter school clusters in New Jersey

Chad d’' Entremont

A major focus of charter school research has been the potential impact of increased
school choice on stient sorting by race/ethnicity and soeiconomic statusResearchers have
argued that charter schools may increase segregation by allowing families to separate into more
homogeneous school communitieget surprisingly,little attention has been paid to the role
charter schools themselves may play in determining student enrollntenesging evidence
suggests that charter schools may frequently take into account nearby educational and
demographic characteristics when choosing school locations and avoid neighborhoods with high
proportions of atisk students who are more costly anblkenging to educate. While this
behavior is not incompatible with traditional notions of how education marketplaces function
such fApositioning strategi ecbhaiter sckooly lenefgt mostibjnp or t
locating in areas where they datlear competitive advantages, not necessarily areas of greatest
demand or educational need.

In this dissertation, | examidehe potential foNew Jerseygharter schools to effectively
distribute educational opportunities to all students, particuladgehmost frequently targeted by
previous approaches to school reform, across varied and often segregated landscapes. Drawing

on rational choice theory and previous research timgrofit maximizing behavioof firms, |



arguel that charter schools haveatg incentives to locate in areas that allow them to effectively
balanceconsumer demand with thgotentialnegative effects of increased competitianhigh
needs areas. | usegtographic information systems (GIS) and logistic regression to map the
locaion of charter schools in New Jersey and examine potential associationsupily side
factors.

New Jer sey0s c hshowedsvo dissnct clustering pattemrst,ycharter
schoolstended to circléAbbott districtsor low-performing schootlistrictsin a narrow five mile
band characterized by greater educational need and, presumably, consumer demand. Second,
charter schools in Abbott districts texttito circle but not locate withinneighborhoods with
higher levels of educational and econordisadvantage, and particularly neighborhoods with
higher proportions of African American residents. Logistic regression confirmed statistically
significant associations among charter schotisters and proxies for market demand,
educational need, anceighborhood diversity, although estimates for race/ethnicity were less
conclusive. Furtherralysisindicated that observed clustering pattesese primarily driven by
more market savvy or entrepreneurial schools partnered with charter managementtarganiza

(CMOs).
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Redefining educational equity

Charter schools have been described as an effective solution for providingctowe
and minority children with improved learning opportunities. Based on popuat#erstandings of
free market enterprise, new schooling options are expected to increase competition and create
incentives for schools to improve educational services and use resources more efficiently
(Friedman, 1962; Hoxby, 2000; Levin, 2002). In aubht offering parents choices that match
their values and schooling preferences is thought to reduce school level conflicts and lead to
more effective decisiemaking (Chubb & Moe, 1990). The potential for choice to increase the
guality and diversity of dwols available to families, particularly those most disadvantaged, has
|l ed advocates to frame reform as an i mportan
2006; Lubienski, Gulosino & Weitzel, 2009). Former U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige
2002, p. A29), for example, has described scho
opinion supported by voices ranging from national columnists to conservative politicians to
community activists (Lubienski, Gulosino & Weitzel, 2009).

The notionthat choice is fundamental to educational equity is premised in the view that
many lowincome and minority students are trapped in inferior schools. While a majority of
American families appear to have some discretion over the schools their childreid atemg
and Sugarman (1999) estimated that 29 million students (59%) attend schools od cumikbe
decisions are principally made through choice of residence and come at a substantial private cost,
such as purchasing a home. Limited incomes, housing ggliending practices and societal

prejudices all serve as barriers that prevent disadvantaged families from fully participating in
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school selection processes (Archibald, 2004). Charter schools may help families overcome these
barriers by offering acces® tsafer and highegverforming learning environments, increasing
parental involvement, andviting greateldemocratic participation. Archibald (2004, p. 284) has
termed this approach to educational reform nt
suggested that charter schools have the potential to empower whole communities by
redistributing educational resources and reshaping mainstream institutional structures (Rofes &
Stulberg, 2004).

The emergence of charter schools as a popular strategypéaifisally addressing
educational failings that disproportionally effect disadvantaged students signifies an important
shift in how policymakers and the larger public conceptualize equitable schooling. For most of
the last half century, notions of educaial opportunity were principally defined by the United
States Supr e me Br@womuw.rBodrdof Educatioma TopekStulberg, 2004).
Drawing on psychological studies that indicated racial isolation leads to perceptions of inferiority
among minaty groups, the Court ruled that true equality could not be achieved in a system of
legalized segregation (Kluger, 1975). Subsequently, public schools became, perhaps, our
nati ondés most power f ul symbol o f r a itutioas mi no
(Katznelson & Weir, 1985) and desegregation a common way to measure successful school
reform. A large body of theoretical and empirical research substantiated the benefit of integrated
classrooms, which have been shown to positively influence rityngtudent achievement and
increase access to higher education, future employment and important social networks (Levin,
1999, 2001; Rapp & Eckes, 2005).

Over the last two decades, however, the rapid proliferation of charter schools and school

choice pakies in general seem to reflect a lessening of concerns about desegregation in
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discussions of educational equitFhis despite the fact that race continues to play a prominent
role in school politics (Henig, Hula, Orr & Pedescleaux, 199#nig (1994, p73) cleverly
illustrated rising interest in school choice by documenting that print media coverage of this issue
increased exponentially around 1990. Two developments help explain this trend. First is the
widespread assumption that previous efforts torow@ educational outcomes have not worked.

A quick sampling of the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reveals
large student achievement gaps across racial groups. On the 2009 Eighth Grade Reading Exam,
for example, only 56% of AfricaAmericans and 59% of Hispanics scored above basic
compared to 83% of whites and 82% of Asian/ Pa
met aphor o has emphasi zed pubibased princples to achmesek i n g
social ends (Wedl, 2002). Wells (2002, p. 6) observed that the collapse of the Soviet Union and
perceived failure of alternative economic models throughout the twentieth century left free
market capitalism as the only viable economic system in the eyes of most policgmaker
Deregulation of both private industry and public service programs has been consistently justified
on the grounds that government involvement is costly, inefficient and isolationist, putting
countries that do not openly embrace the marketplace at aletatsie disadvantage.

In short, the perceived failure of our public education system to distribute legitimate
learning opportunities to all students has pushed policymakers to rethink conventional

approaches to the management and provision of publicagdocat a time of increased

! Henig (1994) explains that there are a number of reasons that may explain why commitments to racial diversity in
schools have waned. Fewer Americans now have a direct link to the form of legalized segregationedoinfront
Brown Greater economic and political success among Afrfsmericans has created a larger middle class with
increased political power and greater schooling options. Many recent immigrants and growing minority groups not
connected to the AfricaAmerican experience may pladess importance oracial integration and prefer to locate

in enclaves that preserve their culture and traditional values. And, extended discussion of racial issues has led to a
conservative backlash and weariness among even siioggathetic to the issuklowever, the focus here is not just

on why support for desegregation has decreased, but the specific factors that have prefseotedhaice as a

viable and, seeminglyreferable alternative.
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deregulation and privatizatidnExpanding choice, rewarding success and closing schools that
underperform may be viewed as a more appropriate and accountable approach to improving
school performance one based on the premiget the unapologetic pursuit of seiterest can

be harnessed to serve the greater social good. This strategy has resonated with the very families
expected to benefit most from school desegregation or, in the words of Ryan and Heise (2002, p.
44), families fAmost desperate for relief and most 0]
reported, for instance, that increasing numbers of minority parents, especially African
Americans, believed that their choices were limited in public education, and Leengenoand

Smith (1994) found that families with lower opinions of local school quality were more likely to
embrace choice reforms. Widespread interest in charter schools among both minority groups and

the larger American public is openly questioning whethergoals of common schooling models

actually lead to better educational outcomes, or are simply-imteltioned distractions to

individual s6 pursuit of greater school and | i

The appeal of charter schools

This dissertation examines the patial for charter schools to effectively distribute
educational opportunities to all students, particularly those most frequently targeted by previous
approaches to school reform, across varied and often segregated landscapes. Charter schools are
arguablythe most widely discussed and popular form of school choice today. According to the
2010 PDK/Gallup Poll, 68% of Americans favor charter schools, up from 42% in 2000, and 60%

support substantially increasing their number (Bushaw & Lopez, 2010). Fur2@tPanational

2 For further reading on this paiseeFrom New Federalism to Devolutiofiwentyfive years of Intergovernmental
Reformby Timothy Conlon (1998). For more information on how a national shift toward deregulation and
privatization affected public education and the expansion of school degBethinking School Choice: Limits of
the Market Metaphoby Jeffrey R. Henig (1994, p-B 5%78).
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survey of U.S. adults bducation Nexaind The Program on Education Policy and Governance
at Harvard University found support to be particularly strong among Af#caaricans and
Hispanics, groups historically targeted by education polieiesed at enhancing educational
equity (Howell, Peterson & West, 2010).

The popularity of the charter school movement may be attributed, in part, to the potential
of this particular form of school choice to effectively reconcile competing agendas fiic pub
education. Charter schools are independent public schools created through formal agreement
with a state or | ocal sponsoring agency. i Ea
community members, and entrepreneurs and is allowed to operateofremist state and local
regulations governing schoélsncluding staffing, curriculum, school calendar, resource
all ocati on, governance, and school/classroom
104). 0 Thus, charter gstinctp lmut arallel fedueatonal verimy i nt
strategies: one seeking to provide parents and communities with alternative solutions to
persistent school failures; a second calling for greater privatization in education to induce
competition and incentivize schbimprovement. Not surprisingly, charter schools share much in
common with other educational reforms designe
options, but they are unique in their deliberate attempt to straddle the public and private

educdion sectors. Charter schools explicitly seek to establish a public marketplace for

% Survey responses revealed that48% of AfricanAmericans and 445% of Hispanics either complége

suppored or somewhat suppatl charter school eform. Only 1417% of AfricarAmericans and 121% of

Hispanics completely oppoder somewhat oppodethe idea. Howell, Peterson and West (2010) attribute lower

rates of support for charter schools compared to the 2010 PDK/Gallup Poll to differencegeynrsathodology.
Specifically, survey respondents were pemr moppesied) eakxc
charter school reform. Variability in support for charter schools is also related to survey design. Respondents were
randomlyassigned one of two possible questions about their support for or opposition to charter school reform. One
guestion emphasized that charter schools are not governed by local school districts. A second question emphasized
that charter schools are publidiynded, but privately managed. While both questions revealed considerable support

for charter schools among Africékmericans and Hispanics, emphasizing that charter schools may be privately
managed resulted in less support.
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educational services regulated by state and district agencies, but produced by private firms and
nonprofit organizations.

To be fair, the impact of charter schools atual student learning at the present moment
is likely marginal. Only 2% of students attended charter schools in 2007, compared to 73% in
assigned public schools, many selected through choice of residence, and another 12% in private
religious or private ne-sectarian schools (Grady, Bielick & Aud, 2010). Charter schools have
had a significant effect, however, on public policymaking; one that is not fully reflected in a
simple accounting of student enrollments. For exampleNth€hild Left Behind Agbassd in
2001 under the second Bush Administration requires students enrolled in schools identified for
improvement, corrective action, or restructuring to be given the choice of attending an alternative
school, which may be a charter school. Schools idedtif@ restructuring may also be
converted into charter schools. The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) estimated
that from 1994 to 2003 the Public Charter Schools Program awarded roughly $1 billion in
federal grants (GAO, 2003). More recently, tdama Administration highlighted charter
school reform in its $4.35 billion Race to the Top Competition. To receive a competitive federal
grant for school improvement as part of #hmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Atites
were specifically directetb demonstrate that they had adopted favorable conditions for charter
school reform, including: removing charter school caps; providing funding equal to traditional
public schools; providing funding or assistance for facilities; establishing clear aabibitynt

procedures; and taking steps to ensure student enrollments reflect local populations. In the last 10

* | do not want to define chartechool reform too narrowly and leave the impression that its primary purpose is to

contest and somehow undermine more traditional approaches to public schooling. While some advocates have

viewed charter schools as a potential stepping stone to expariration through educational vouchers, tuition

tax credits, and other means (see déEntremont & Huert a
number of diverse and, at times, conflicting missions, including: servingrigigtis studes and families;

empowering instructional leaders and teachers; building community and civic capacity; enhancingasdaol

management; and reasserting local control.



;
years, the number of charter schools in the nation has grown by more than 280%, and 419 new
schools opened in 200. Overall, an estimated 5,00Barter schools now serve more than 1.5
million school children in 39 states and the District of Columbia (Center for Education Reform,

2010).

The education marketplace

Of course, leveraging markbased principles through choice to improve school gualit
and enhance educational equity is not a new itte&apitalism and Freedonpublished in
1962, Milton Friedmanquestioned the potential for what he saw as a disinterested public
education monopoly to provide effective schooling. Friedman argued thdietastruggle to
assess the value of educational services when faced with few choices and limited insight into
school funding and budgetary decisions. Further, they find it difficult to express dissatisfaction
with poor school quality, since switching seis comes at a substantial cost (e.g. moving
residences or paying private school tuition). In fact, school funding formulas that rely on tax
revenues prevent educational consumers from ever fully exiting the public education system.
From Fr i e dohaewptsaditipnalipublic schools have no real incentive to keep costs
|l ow or guality high and without the risk of
unlikely to translate into improved learning outcomes.

Working from the premise that gexnment was itsuited to assume full responsibility for
providing schools, Friedman advocated for the widespread use of pdblaged educational
vouchers that would all ow famil i e-proftaaodnérs hop a
profit institutions. Providing consumers with a range of choices would force schools to compete

for business, lower costs and increase quality. Henig (1994, p. 60) explained that the powerful
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appeal of Friedmands proposal laissgzfairemcortome f ac't
principals to a theoretical educational marketplace and assume that schooling was directly
analogous to the consumption of most private goods. Rather, he acknowledged that an educated
citizenry served the larger public interest arthtt some minimal level of government
involvement was necessary to ensure full participation and prevent-inmdstment, but best
suited to financing and regulating education services. Government should not necessarily be
responsible for the production education. Distinctions between public and private schools
presentda false dichotomy. Education in all forms represents a public good and market forces,
properly structured, could be utilized to achieve democratic goals (Gintis, 1995).

The concept of publicly-financed educational vouchers found significant support,
including among some scholars on the ideological left concerned about educational equity. They
saw in vouchers the oppor tmaking aduyhority,cconfeortghea nd p a
somevhat anonymous nature of centralized school management, and facilitate interactions
among students from varying so@oonomic backgrounds (Mintrom, 2000). To be clear,
significant di fferences existed bet weoemic Fri ec
theory, and the voucher programs championed by more liberal thinkers. Friedman supported a
largely unregulated education marketplace with minimal government intrusion. Wealthier
families would be permitted to supplement vouchers to afford higheortaitind districts with

greater resources would be allowed to award higher voucher amounts. In contrast, those who saw

® A public good is defined as a good that is both-riealrous and noexcludable. No-rivalrous means a good

consumed by one individual may still be consumed by others. Theater productions and sporting events are examples
of nonrivalrous goods among audience members. -Bkariudable means an individual cannot be prevented from

using a peicular good. National defense is often cited as an example of-axutudable good. Public goods may

lead to market failures because gntérested individuals and firms may not produce goods in significant quantities

if they cannot control their us@. particular salient issue is the free rider problem. That is, consumers who take
advantage of public goods without contributing to their production or paying for their use, diminishing profit

potential.
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vouchers as a way to address wealth disparities favored far more regulated programs. Jencks
(1966) proposed a plan where schools wouldeogiired to receive vouchers as full payment for
tuition and fill half their openings randomly. Extra payments would be provided to schools that
accepted lowemcome students. Coons and Sugarman (1978) proposed a fairly complicated
inter-district choice pogram that would provide vouchers of varying amounts based on family
income, tuition costs, and other factors thought to shape educational opportunities. Fantini
(1973) preferred that voucher programs be confined entirely to the public system, advocating
the creation of Asmal.l school so6 within | arger
and attentive learning environments. Interestingly, although these plans increased parent choice
and reduced the role of the public system in providingaish they were also highly dependent
on a strong central government to regulate programs and redistribute educational resources.

Friedman6s argument was also not without I

point out that although markets magprove productive efficiency, they also stratify goods and
create inequities (see Mintrom, 2000, p. 27).
in the financing and regulation of education artfully addressed market failures typically
associated h public goods, such as the problem of frielers, concerns remained about the
consequences of treating schooling as a consumable good. Smith and Meier (1995) contended
that it was erroneous to assume that families have the information necessary toforaked
choices, or are fully mobile and able to easily travel to available choices. Further, it was not clear
that families even make celsenefit decisions in choosing schools. School location,-geeip
composition, pepupil spending, and school rlate all appear to be important factors in
determining parents6é choices (Bradbury, Mayer

Schneider, Teske, & Marschall, 2000).
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Examining debates over the potential of the educational marketplace to improve school
quality and enhance educational equity is useful in understanding the emergence of charter
school reform. As mentioned abowvéeregulation and privatization have continuously been
suggested as appropriate strategies for combating poor service quality pohbs sectors.
Privatization in educatiorremains a contentious issuleowever,flaring up during political
campaigns, school district restructuring, or with the release of new reSdaismotable that
despite sustained advocacyly eight statesand Washington D.C. currently support publicly
financed educational voucher programs serving rou@l900 students a tiny fraction of the
total student populatiofAlliance for School Choice, 2@). Since 1972 seven referenda on
vouchers in five stateiave been placed on electiday ballots. All have been defeated
(d6ENtremont &t Happeear s200ay. while the fAmar k.
thinking about public policymaking, there remains a general skepticism among the American
public abait entrusting educational outcomes entirely to the private marketplace.

Simply put, the primary obstacle to privatization in education appears to be support for
public education. According to the 3Annual PDK/Gallup Poll, 68% of survey respondents
would rather reform the existing public education system than find an alternative solution and
57% opposed permitting students to attend private schools at public expense (Rose & Gallup,

2005)! Voucher programs have been criticized on the grounds that thesagec educational

® Most notably, in 1990 the scholars Chubb and Meignited the voucher debate with the publicatiofPolitics,

Mar ket s, and AThe autherasbught ® ecemagorhts previous thinking on vouchers by tying the

basic principles outlined by Friedman with suggestions for regulating choice disdribaiting educational

resources to provide for more disadvantaged students. They preferred (although did not require) voucher programs

to provide increased funding to resource poor district
prohibit parents from addingn to the set voucher amount in order to encourage equitable outcomadulfer

analyss see Henig, 1994, p. 8D).

" Moe (2001)hasarguel that objections to voucher programs nmyoverstate in public opinionpolls. He
observedhat voucher programs take time to develop. Families must be informed of potential choices and made
aware of appropriate support services. Schools must have time to market their services and build brand loyalty.
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costs, siphon money away from public schools, undermine social cohesion, and increase student

sorting (Ladd & Fiske, 2001; Levin, 2000; Levin & Driver, 1997; McEwan & Carnoy, 2000;

Schneider, Teske & Marschall, 2000 harter schools havcertainly faced similar criticisms,

but an important difference seems to be that they are not necessarily seen as alternatives to public

education, but rather attempts to improve the system is@dlfEnt r e mont and Huert

noted for example, hat while privatization may be seeas shifting attention away from
important public goods, such as citizenship training and workforce preparetianer schools
appear to still be committed to their pursuit. From this perspective, charter schoolsowidg pr

marketbased choice within acceptable boundaries.

Responses to competition in the public sector

The apparent preference fpublicly-fundedc har t er school s over
choice programs may also be due to the fact that they operaie iaitiper state accountability
frameworks, providing assurances that diverse schooling options will attend to common
educational goals. Explained slightly differently, charter schools effectively balance public and
private educational goals as defined bgvid Labaree (1997). First, schools are expected to
promotedemocratic equalityln a democratic society, effective participation requires awareness
of a common set of principles and skills. All children must be trained to govern as well as follow

the rulings of the majority. More recently, democratic equality has also implied that education

Further, families who are most liketo benefit from voucher programs often have the least amount of political
agency. Until the public is fully educated about voucher reform, it is difficult to measure popular support.
Regardless, the key point here is that despite over 50 years of egledicecational vouchers play a very small role

in familiesd school choices.

8t is important to note thatouchers also challeng#ate constitutional requirements to provide a universal public
education and democratic traditions separatimgrch and stte.Kemerer (2002) found that 30 state constitutions
for example prohibited direct and/or indirect aid to sectarimstitutions.

A

m
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should be fair and equitable. This means different groups are granted equal access to educational
opportunities. Second, schools must prodsoeial efficiency Here, eucation is seen as
essential to constructing a productive workforce and building a successful national economy.
This goal has garnered substantial attention in recent years as politicians have become
increasingly concerned about international competitidhird, schools must providsocial
mobility. I ndi vi dual consumers wuse education to i
other competitors, reaping financial benefits.

The simultaneous pursuit of these three educational goals often creatdist.conf
Democratic equality and social efficiency both demand a common educational experience, where
rewards are made available to all and largely determined through merit. This requires a highly
centralized authority to standardize practice, regulate inpotsevaluate outcomes. In contrast,
social mobility encourages families to carve out isolated niches within the educational system.
The decentralization of authority is preferred, so local issues can be quickly addressed and
students can receive the folknefit of community resources. The history of education policy can
be understood as a constant struggle between the need to provide a common educational
experience and the desire to preserve local control. Levin (1983) explained that allowing for
local dscretion within an overarching state system of education alleviates tensions between state
objectives and local interests, allowing families and communities to effectively manage (or even
strategically resist) central mandates. Charter school reform ensgem as serving this purpose.

Huerta and dOoENntremont (2010) observed th
larger movement toward systemic standdrdsed reform; a movement fully realized through
the passage dflo Child Left Behindequiring all sates to hold schools accountable through

regular student assessments and provide new choices to students trapped in chronically under
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performing school8. Despite substantial autonomy, charter schools are still governed by
centralized educational authoes that encourage and reward particular norms of practice. They
may therefore be expected to benefit from adopting practices that are consistent with the
established goals of public schooling and designed to satisfy state accountability measures,
providing policymakers with confidence that individual choices will produce desired educational
outcomes. The result is the emergence of schools that seem safe and consistent with normative
understandings of effective schooling, while still adhering to the comimedaf that rational
decisionmaking within a competitive market produces better goods and services.

This is not to suggest that support for charter schools is universal. Concerns have
continued to be raised about the potential for charter schools tivedfg satisfy the numerous
and often conflicting goals of public education. A key point of inquiry is the potential for new
schooling options to actually lead to new educational opportunities, especially for more
disadvantages students. Even advocatesdfmorm have acknowledged the need to carefully
regulate programs to prevent potential negative outcomes associated with unfettered markets (see
Mintrom, 2000, p. 27), and researchers have asked whether charter schools may increase student
sorting by rackethnicity or socieeconomic status. The reasons generally put forth are twofold.
First, families may choose to separate into more homogeneous school communities based on
shared values and schooling preferences. Second, families with greater educasmnaese
may avoid schools with significant numbers of {owwome, minority, and immigrant students

that they associate with poor educational outcomes (Weiher & Tedin, 2002). From this

® For further reading on the rise of standabdsed reform leading up MCLB, including the publication oA

NationatRsk,t he 1989 National Governor so6 ScoasrP00eeS amaolt e Cl i

In; Federalism and the National Education AgetigaPaul Manna (2006).
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perspective, choice may encourage enclaves of poverty and raciabisoétacerbating trends
that undermine educational equity and lead to low school performance.

Yet surprisingly, despite the guiding assumption that competitive incentives will lead to
changes in school level behaviors, little attention has been focustéw @ale charter schools
themselves may play in determining student enroliments. It remains unclear whether the supply
of charter schools will actually deliver new educational opportunities, especially in heavily
segregated urban areas, or if response®nopetitive incentives will prompt charter schools to
seek out locations that limit access to more disadvantaged students and increase segregation.
Emerging evidence suggests that charter schools frequently take into account nearby educational
and demogrdpc characteristics when choosing school locations and avoid neighborhoods with
high-proportions of atisk students who are more costly and challenging to educate (Henig &
MacDonald, 2002; Lubienski & Gulosino, 2007). While this behavior is not inconipatiith
traditional notions of how educational marketplaces function (see Chubb & Moe, 1990; Levin,
2002; Fri edman, 1962), such Apositioning str:;
costeffective solutions to attracting students than changingathmnal practices to improve
learning outcomes.

Questions about how charter schools respond to mbadsstd competition and position
themselves within educational marketplaces are essential spatial concerns that require descriptive
analyses of the arrangent of schooling options (Kleitz, et al., 2000; Schnedier & Buckley,
2002; Witte, 2000)Improving understanding of how charter schools distribute their services in
response to desirable consumers and potential compespeaks to the appropriate rolé o
market forces in providing access to new educational opportunities. Policymakers and parents

may assume that choice is a key ingredient in educational equity, but it is not necessarily an
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important factor in the decisiemaking of individual schools seiey competitive advantages.
Determining where charter schools are physically located can help us gauge the degree to which
marketstyle locational strategies promote equitable access to schools across communities,
especially in areas with intense segregatnd racial isolation.

In sum, fledgling research into the supply of charter schools raises three key issues
challenging assumptions underlying how competitive incentives in the educational marketplace
are expected to prompt school improvement and gempiitable access to new learning

opportunities:

1. Charter schools are active market participants and may be expected to locate in
neighborhoods that provide competitive advantages. This may include avoiding
neighborhoods with high proportions of studentsoamted with low academic

performance, including loncome and minority students.

2. Charter schools that place greater emphasis on rAaaked practices may be more
likely to engage in positioning strategies to create competitive advantages. As a result,
differences in organizational type and approaches to engaging the educational
marketplace, such as the formation of extep@tnershipsvith for-profit businesses or

nonprofit organizations, may influence charter school locations.

3. Rational decisiormaking by charter schools operators may lead to charter school supply
that is poorly distributed throughouthigh demand areas, reducing educational

opportunities among more disadvantaged student populations.
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In the chapters that follow, this dissertation r@$des each of these issuBsth past
definitions of educational equity centered on desegregation and shared schooling experiences
and new conceptions focused on achieving universal benchmarks for school quality assume that
students have access to schai@pable of achieving desirable policy outcomes. If maskge
locational strategies lead charter schools to pursue more selective (and potentially) more
segregated student bodies, it is unclear how equity is sdmedoving understanding of how
charte schools engage the educational marketplace by examining their spatial distribution may
help policymakers confront the possible detrimental effects of choice and design policies that
provide appropriate incentives for charter schools to serve all students

The remainder of this dissertation isganized as followsChapter 2 presents my
literature review. | examine previous research on the possible segregative effect of charter
schools and discuss how past work has not fully accounted for charter sctatmbris in
describing student enrollment trends. | then present my conceptual framddvavking on
rational choice theory to explain charter school supply, | explicitly consider how school
locational decisions within an open educational marketplsagaf ect st udent sd ac«
learning opportunities.

Chapter 3 describes my methodolo@gographic information systems (GIS) and logistic
regression analysis were used to examine New Jersey chartel kxlaions andsurrounding
neighborhood attributesGIS provides the advantage of plaridata within itsspatial context,
thereby simultaneously examining immediate and adjaspatial unitsand potentially revealing
patterns that are not evident using traditional statistical techniques. New Jersiggegran
appropriate place of study because it contains many school districts that are small in size and

already heavily segregated by race and sestmnomic statusExtensive Tiebousorting
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combined with school outcomes on state accountability measuoesdg charter school
operators with clear markers for entering the educational markeffi&ceh these points are
discussed in greater detail in chapter 3.

Chapters 4 through 6 present research findings. In chapter 4, Neay dhester school
enrollmerts are compared tthe school age population in surrounding areas at three spatial
scales: the school district, census tract, and census block Jitoeimdvantage of this approach
is that it examines charter school enrollments against several benchmdr&scaunts for the
possibility that perceptions of student sortingyvary at different spatial scaleSonsistent with
previous research, findings show increased racial segregatiblevinJerseycharter schools,
particularly at the block group or neighihood level. Further, visual evidence suggests student
sorting may result from the tendency of charter schsot cluster just outside predominately
African-American neighborhoods, encircling thesidential locations oftudents they are most
likely to enroll. These findings providéhe impetus for a more thorough investigation of New
Jerseybds charter school supply.

Chapter Xdiscusses esul ts from three separate anal y:¢
supply. Included arenaps documenting charter schtmations across the state and in the select
metropolitan areas of Camden, Newark, and Trenkrst, ESDA techniquesvere usedto
compare charter school locations dociceconomic and demographiactorsdescribing their

immediate neighborhoodSecond tests for spatial dependence or autocorrelation arttoesg

9 Tiebout sorting refers to a public choice theory model describing the optimal giedivenblic goods (Tiebout,

1956). In short, local governments offer goods and services at varying prices (i.e. tax rates). Individuals express their
preferences by fAvoting with their feet. o leffectvalyni ci pal i
sort the entire population into optimal communities matching their preferences for the provision of public goods.

This model rests on several assumptions including: 1) voters are fully mobile; 2) voters have full knowledge of

differences inhe cost and delivery of public goods; 3) there are no restrictions on transportation or employment; 4)

a large number of communities exist; 5) an optimal community size exists and can be identified; 6) communities are
rational and will try to achieve optahsize; and 7) There are no spill over benefits or costs from one community to

another.
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factorswer e conducted and charter schools were m
s p oithat és, areas within sool districts wheresimilarities in measures aface/ethnicity,
sociceconomic status, neighborhood diversiyc.at the block group levealefine neighborhood
clustes or outliersthat deviate from local norm3hird, logistic regression analysis was used to
identify significant associations between charter school locaaosneighborhood attributes
and predict block groups where new schools are most likely locate. A spatiateyosssive
mo d e | was estimated to allow for the inclus
neighborhoodsand adjacentareas, controllingor a lack of unit independence among model
predictors.Overall, findings suggest that charter schools do tend to locate in high demand areas
with substantial educational needs, bppear teengage these marketplaces is ways that produce
competitive advatages.

Chapter 6 confronts the inability of this research studyirectly observe charter school
operators inner motivations in choosing school locations or attribute causation to perceived
behaviors. ESDA techniquese again used t@xamine charterchiool locations across school
type. Previous research suggests that the partnerships charter schools forge with management
organizations, philanthropic foundations, commui§ged organizations, etc. are useful
indicators of their level of market savvyhike differences in educational programming influence
student enroliments, organizational structures, and general behavior within the marksgsace
Ausbrooks, Brooks and Dani el 2005; Heni g & Ma
LacirenePaquet,N., Holyoke, T., Moser, M. and Henig, J., 2002; Rofes & Stulberg, 2004).
Differences among schools are exploited to gain greater understanding into market behaviors
Findings suggest that charter schools working with charter management organizations (CMOs)

and emphasizing rigorous academic programs are more likely to locate in neighborhoods that



19
provide competitive advantages. Since these schools are also expecté& tmore
entrepreneurialfindings are taken as evidence of positioning strategies.

Conclusons and policy recommendations are provided in chapter 7.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Increasing the supply of effective schools is critical to providing all students, particularly
low-income and minority students, with greater learning opportun{efineider, Teske &
Marschall, 2000). While this does not necessarily mean that new schools must be created and
located within resource poor areas where disadvantaged families tend to cluster, it does mean
that effective schools must be accessible to thujations they aim to serve and able to tailor
their programs to @it community needs. Arguments favoring charter schools have highlighted
the fact that new choices bypass the primary mechanism that leads to stratified schools (i.e.
residential segregatn) and provideparents with the opportunity to enroll children in more
diverse settings (see Gill, Timpane, Ross & Brewer, 2001, p.161). The appeal of increased
diversity in schools is not just that children trapped in-fmyforming schools gain access to
higher quality learning experiences, but also shatsequenpeer interactionsre assumed to
positively influence academic achievement and socialization pra¢tiees, 1999, 2001)This
motivation has led policymakers in several states to includal relassification provisions in
charter school laws that promote integration and require student enrollments to reflect local
student populationgOluwole & Green, 2008; Renzulli, 2006However, while carefully
structuring charter school admission pagimay encourage student enrollments that better
reflect district or neighborhood norms, it does little to address the distribution and accessibility
of new schooling optionacross neighborhoodsspeciallyfor thosefamilies already living in
heavily segegated communities. How charter schools choose to operate within educational

marketplaces remains an important point of inquiry, and researchers have begun to investigate
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whether competition creates incentives for charters to actively pursue more sel@ctd/

potentially more segregated) student bodies.

Charter schools and Racial Sorting

Comparisons of student enrollments in charter schools and traditional public schools at
the national, state and local levels have tended to reveal increased levatsabfsorting.
Carnoy, Jacobsen, Mishel and Rothstein (2005) examined data from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) and reported that black students accounted for 34% of charter
school students, but only 17% of traditional public sch&tadents. Rapp and Eckes (2005)
examined 32 states, each with more than 1,000 charter school students, and found that charter
schools overepresented minority students in tiords of the states examined. Similarly,
Frankenberg and Lee (2003) studied rtdraschool enrollments in 16 states and found that
minority students were ovagepresented in charter schools in every state but one. In 5 states,
black students comprised more than 50% of total charter school enrolidespise accounting
for a far smder percentage of the general student population. Finally, RPP International (2000)
assessed the racial composition of charter schools at the district level. Increased racial
segregation was observed in two directions. Seventeen percent of charter smrerols
represented minority students when compared to their host school district and 14% percent of
charter schools undeepresented minority students.

Of course, comparisons based on aggregate data may be misleading and therefore
misrepresent charter saticenrollments. Charter schools that are located in densely populated
urban areas, for example, may ovepresent minority students when compared to state and

school district demographics, but not when compared to the families living in their immediate
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surounding neighborhoods. Miron and Nelson (2002) have demonstrated that the use of
different comparison groups leads to different findings and conclusions. In a study in Michigan,
the authors first compared all charter school students in a given schaot thsthe local public
school population. No substantial differences were observed between student groups. Next,
student enrollments in individual charter schools were compared to the racial composition of
their host district. Fourteen percent of chagehools were found to substantially ovepresent
minority students (>20%) and 11% substantially ur@gresented minority students (<20%).

Researchers have applied two strategies to better understand charter school enroliments.
First, they have endeared to improve comparison groups by examining student level data.
Weiher and Tedin (2002) examined 1,006 Texas charter school households and found that white,
black, and Hispanic students transfer to charter schools where their respective racial/ethnic
groups comprise 11 to 14 percentage points more than the general student population. Booker,
Zimmer and Buddin (2005) tracked individual student movements in California and Texas over
time and compared the racial malke of the charter school that each snidstended to his or
her previous school. They found that blacks in both states were likely to move to more
segregated charter schools. Ladd and BiFulco (2007) examined student level data in North
Carolina and found that a majority of black charter scktaalents transferred into more racially
segregated schools and that this decision led to negative academic outcomes.

Second, researchers have employed methodologies that more fully define the competitive
marketplace within which charter schools functi@obb and Glass (1999) used Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) and dynamic mapping to compare Arizona charter schools to
adjacent public schools that charter school students would most likely otherwise attend, as

opposed to the larger school district.eiifindings revealed evidence of increased segregation,
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but in theoppositedirection. Charter schools were found to exeresent white students by
approximately 20% when compared to traditional public schools. The few charter schools that
overrepreseshed minority students tended to be voca
schools.

Thus, more exacting studies of student enrollment decisions suggest that charter schools
increase racial/ethnic segregation, but the particular shape of studenj spgigars to depend
on the context of local learning environmenithat is, in some settings charter schools may-over
represent minority students and in other settings charter schools mayreeesent minority
students. Renzulli and Evans (2005), foammyple, demonstrated that in racially heterogeneous
areas, white students are more likely to exit diverse public schools and enter charter schools. A
1% increase in school district integration was associated with a .73% increase in white
enrollments in chaer schools. In more segregated school districts, white families appeared to
place less value on attending charter schools. A 1% increase in the percentage of black students
in a school district was associated with a .84% increase in black enrolimemiarier schools
(Renzulli, 2006).

Charter schools are still a new and emerging education reform, and it is important to note
that student enrollments may still be evolving. Studies that focus on student sorting in the first
few years of reform may misremes n t parent so choices once C
understood and accepted as legitimate schooling alternatives. Booker, Zimmer, Gill and Sass
(2008) recently examined 10 years of longitudinal data in Chicago and found that over time
student transfersdiween traditional public schools and charter schools did not increase racial
segregation; students moved between schools with similar racial demographics. Similar

observations may hold true for discussions of charter school locations. In emerging markets,
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charter school operators may place greater emphasis on securing school sites that are perceived
as safe learning environments and appropriate locations for promoting school and student
success, but as markets mature and charter schools establish themstle communities,
school |l eaders may be more willing to seek oU

attractive to a larger population of students and their families.

The importance of location and context

Emerging recognition that chartschools are responsive to preexisting contextual factors
has prompted researchers to shift their focus to the role charter schools themselves may play in
shaping student enrollments. Responses to state and local policy contexts, as well as differences
in school mission, organizational structuaad location have all been shown to influence charter
school attendance. Renzulli (2006) found greater numbers of Affinarican students
attended charter schools in states with racial clauses designed te #estair representation of
minorities. LacirenéPaquet, Holyoke, Moser, and Henig (2002) observed sharp distinctions
between charter schools that counted education management companies (EMOs) among their
founders and other types of charter schools inAiviggon D.C. More markedriented charter
schools were found to oveepresent lowncome, minority and free and reduced lunch students
in urban settings, but undezpresent special education students and English landemgers
(ELLs). Huerta, Gonzalez and dO6ENntremont (2006) exami ned
schools and reported that nrolassroom based charters enrolled high proportions of formerly
homeschooled students. Horsehooled students are more likely to be white and come from

families with slightly higher incomes than traditional public school students (Stevens, 2001).



25

More recently, scholars have begun to explicitly examine seggby factors that may
influence | ocational deci si ons. Lubiem8&kgo and
where charter schools are located relative to particular educational and demographic
characteristiod and observed that most charter schools in the Detroit metropolitan area targeted
neighborhoods and student populations where they have a congpatitrantage. Arsen, Plank
and Sykes (2000) also examined schools in Michigan and found evidence that charter schools
were more likely to locate in areas with higher minority populations, especially in central cities.
Henig and MacDonald (2002) demonstratiedt charter schools in Washington D.C. were more
likely to locate in areas with greater proportionshbtdck and Hispanic families, but also in
neighborhoods with middle incomes and higher home ownership rates than the poorest parts of
the city. Gulosino(2008) found that charter schools in New York City tended to locate in high
poverty areas, but also in areas with greater public resources and services, such as affordable
housing and noprofit organizations. This evidence suggesiat charter schools ay have a
high level of market acumen and actively seek out areas where additional schooling options are
needed, but avoid neighborhoods with the most expensive to educate studdéetsact that
many charter schools are new and therefore uncommitted sigecific geographic location
further emphasizes this point.

It appears that charter school research has potentially overstated the role of consumer
demand in influencing school level behaviors at the expense of other determining fators.
often reserch into charter schools that examined school practices and enrollments acontextually

(i.e. studied student demographics, school resources, student outcomes, etc. divorced from the

Mt should be noted that charter schools also face significant economic and social barriers when choosing school
locations. Charter school supply should notbe imtespt ed as a pure reflection of sch
preferences without accounting for confounding factors. This issue is discussed in greater detail below, as well as in
subsequent chapters.
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larger environments in which charter schools opef&tB)it, where a schoathooses to locate
has a direct bearing on its level of competition, access to resources and institutional legitimacy.
While parent decisiomaking is certainly expected to shape student enrollments, charter schools
themselves, which in many cases are gliog highly desirable educational services, are also
choosing how best to engage the educational marketplace. Where charter schools choose to

locate is arguably a primary determinant of whether or not they become successful endeavors.

A theory of charter school supply

As discussed in the previous chapter, malkdested school choice reforms are premised
on the theory that increased competition forces schools to improve academic outcomes and use
resources more efficiently, while focusing greater attentiorthe needs of students and their
families (Friedman, 1962; Levin, 2002). For these reasons, Glomm, Harris and Lo (2005) argue
that charter school operators are sensitive to both vertical and horizontal product differentiation
(seeFigure 2.1). Vertical poduct differentiation refers to variations in educational quality. The
rise of standardbased reform and statewide assessment systems has increasingly emphasized a
single, dominant measure of childrenobearcH ear ni
indicates that student achievement is an important factor in determining charter school
attendance (Finn, Manno & Vanourek, 2000; Garcia, 2008a), and parents from across

racial/ethnic sulgroups and sociatlasseshave identified education quality @ important

12|gnoring differences in schooling practices is comrimoanalyses of markeiased school choice, because it

reduces uncertainty regarding how schools may respond to increased competition for students. For example, Hess
(1999, p. 125) observed, AJohn Chubb anaubaepubliy Moe ass
schools as similar for purposes of analysis in their widely discussed®oodki t i ¢ s, Mar ket s and Ar
However, after two decades of reform and a large increase in the amount of data describing school choice programs,
addresing differences in schooling practices is critical to understanding the full range of choices available to parents

and their ability to access them.
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appear less likely to exit highe@erforming charter schools (Hanushek, et al., 2005).

Horizontal Product Differentiation
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Horizontal product differentiation describes differences in schooling practices and

services. Despite widespread agreement on the importance of education quality, sharp

differences exist regarding how schools might best support mta@ehievement, as well as

effectively balance other educational godldncreased school choice has been frequently

presented as an effective strategy for accommodating diverse schooling preferences, especially

among minority populations that feel marmgjized by mainstream educational institutions

13 For example, Schneider, Marshall, Teske and Roch (1998) reported thatmwe parents prioritize more
concrete measures of school quality, such as test scores and school discipline, and place less importance on values
and diversity than highéncome parents. Weiher and Tedin (2002) found differences among racial/ethnic

subgroups. White parents placedajes importance on test scores, blacks on moral valuesjiapdnics on school

discipline.
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(Fuller, 2000). For example, Rofes and Stulberg (2004) have noted the important role
ethnocentric charter schools play in empowering Afréamerican and Native American
communities, whileHuerta, Gonzalez, andl 6 Ent r e mon't (2006) have doc
of formerly homeschooled students to home school and cyber charter schools. More broadly,
Carpenter (2005) hadentified 55 distinct charter school types ranging from college preparatory
to schoolto-work to duatlanguage immersion to environmental education.

This evidence suggests that charter schools have incentives to locate in heterogeneous
communities with loweperforming schools where there is strong demand for new schooling
options (seeFigure 2.1). However, focusing solely on consumer demand may overlook
important supplyside factors that also influence school locations (Hanushek, Kain, Rivkin &
Branch, 2005). Taylor (2001) argues that choice schools operate within hierarchical structures
and suceed in attracting new customers by positioning themselves as an improvement on
previously available schooling options. In other words, charter schools benefit most by locating
in areas where they hold clear competitive advantages, not necessarily greasest demand.

Assumptions regarding charter school sé | o
marketplace are consistent with the principles of rational choice theory (RCT) and assume
charter schools are rational actors mimicking the behavior o fas@eking to maximize profits.

In The Competitive Advantage of Natioddi c h a e | Porter (1998) deve

14 Green and Shapiro (1994) explain that RCT integrates principles from economics and political science to elevate
five core assumptions about individual behaviat txplain collective outcomes) Marketplaces are composed of
individuals or unitary actors (e.g. consumers, firms, political parties, natmes\whose preferences, goals and
strategies may be meaningfully predicted; 2) Individuals praatitity maximizatiorand pursue outcomes of

greatest perceived value based on a rank ordering of preferences; 3) MarketsetentAll preferences may be

rank ordered and orderings are transitive; 4) Individuals base decisienp&rted maximum valyesrce actual
outcomes are unknown; 5) Populations are homogeneous and assumptions apply equally to all individuals.
Decisions, rules, tastes, etc. remain stable over time.
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Model o to explain how firm | ocae identfied fqur oduc e
distinct, but overlapping influences that cantbeught of as the four points on a diamond and
together help pinpoint preferable firm locations. First, firms are certainly responsisasomer
demandas detailed by Glomm, Harris and Lo (2005) and described above. Second, firms take
into accountfactor conditions,which are the natural resources found in local, state, or national
environments that support production. Porter emphasizes that factor conditions are not inherited
and unchanging, but rather can be created through time and investment. Feasois, he
emphasizes the importance of specialized factors (e.g. skilled labor, capital, infrastructure),
which firms and policymakers may cultivate, over general factors (e.g. unskilled labor, raw
materials) that are available to all market participanksrd, locational decisions are affected by
firm strategy and structure and market rivalSourth, firms take into account the location of
related and supporting industrieig order to access important goods and services, improve
efficiency, and fosteraoperation, even in the midst of competitive environments.

The responses of firms to consumer demand and factor conditions, combined with
positioning strategies designed to access shared services and produce competitive advantages
often leads to clusteryy or ringing patterns, where competing firms benefit from locating in
close proximity to each other and participating in clearly defined and highly visible
marketplace$® Clustering increases the sophistication and productivity of business

environments byelping to facilitate consumer choice through the sharing of information. Firms

“Porterods (1998)fADiamond Model 0 di f f esuse fiked factorsifeagr e t r ad
land, natural resources, labor, local population size) are the primary determinants of competitive market advantages.

This traditional approach applies a more passive view to firm behavior. Firms are expected to locate ithareas wi

local assets that present the greatest opportunity for profit.

¥specifically, Porter (2008, p . 15) defines clustering
specialized suppliers, service providers, firms of related industriesassutiated institutions (e.g. universities,
standards agencies, trade associations) in particular
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are better able to provide differentiated services to educated consumers and maximize their profit
potential. In addition, clustering may spur innovation. Firms that locattose proximity to
each other and related industries are better able spot trends, share informatiph,new
technologies and respond more quickly to consumer needs. The presence of clusters also
supports market entry, helping new firms to identifyngigant local markets with profit
potential.

However, while the advantages of clustering have been clearly explained in the economic
literature, the question of where firms from particular industries, in this case charter schools, may
choose to congregatemains an open question. Charter schools are often new organizations that
may enroll students from anywhere. As rational actors, we may expect charter schools to seek
out locations that capitalize on established markets and high demand while simultaneous
reducing the negative effects of competiti@xplained more formally, charter schools may be
expected to choose locations that effectively balance spatial contagion and spatial competition
(Greve, 2002). Theories of spatial contagion suggest that tehedapractices associated with
successful learning outcomes spread through local networks. New schools must locate in close
enough proximity to established schools to engage potential consumers and develop the
interpersonal relationships that shape sthoboices. Theories of spatial competition
acknowledge that competitive effects are felt over a distance influenced by how well consumers
can move between locations. Schools located in close proximity to one another are likely to

compete more strongly faotential students than those that are located further apart. Thus, new
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schools face incentives to locate a maximum distance away from previously established schools
where they are still able to take advantage of consumer demand and effectively attemtsStu

It is important to note that RCT has been criticized on the grounds that isioydifies
and obscures controversies about human behavior. The view that charter schools will choose
locations where they can effectively balance consumer demangbrodit potential, with
perceived competition levels fails to account for a number of barriers to the efficient functioning
of educational marketplaces (Schneider, Teske and Marschall, 2000pF#&). unlike private
goods where comparative priceanfation may be fairly easy to obtain, information on schools
is more difficult to gather and interpret and quality is harder to assess. Second, educational
consumers are unlikely to act independently when pursuing private goods. The localized nature
of public schooling combined with limited information on potential choices prompts consumers
to rely heavily on previously formed social networks that share similar resources, beliefs and
biases. Third, choosing a school is not a-ime purchase. Effective Bools often expect, or
even demand, sustained family involvement to help sustain growth and foster shared

experiences. This sense of shared responsibility can run counter to expected consumer behaviors.

It is important to note that advances in technology and infrastructure have greatly reduced the importance of
distance in daily life. Henig (2009) notes that transportation, communication, data use, and financial transactions
have all|l become appreciably easier in recent years, pr
education world, Hueta and d&6éEntremont (2006) observed that virtua
notions of appropriate schooling practice and begun enrolling students from wide catchment areas that may
encompass entire states. That said, public education menaaprimarily local endeavor. Families continue to
predominately express school choices through residential decisions and tend to rely on established social networks
when weighing alternative schooling options. Processes for managing choice, such angnfontracts and
administering programs, increase tingportance of local relationships. We can expeistatice and locatioto

continueto be important variables in evaluating the effect of school choice policies.

18 Of course, the decision processesatt | ead to firmsé locational decisions
the description provided above. While Datta (2007) noted that most formal models of firm entry in a given market
assume an equilibrium of outcomes (i.e. firms make decisigimlancing the potential profitability of their

choices with conjectures about compet i-329 notedthatleehost si ons)
of other factors influence firm entry strategies including market uncertainty, canniloaljzatilerof-entry effects

and firm heterogeneity. Further, researchers have uncovered examples where a natural equilibrium between

profitability with competition does not appear to exist. For example, in some industries consumers are drawn to

areas of hgihtened competition where they can easily compare prices causing firms to cluster (Dudley, 1990).
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It is not unusually to find families with intenseathments to charter schools with documented
histories of low performance.

In response to such criticisf@reen and Shapiro (1994) have suggested that RCT should
not be used to understand causal relatfsonshi g
and behaviors. Rather, RCT best serves as an appropriate tool for describing general regularities
that define the structure and potential outcomes of social interactions and the behavior of
markets, governments and other institutions. In the case atechschools, the fact that
consumer behaviors in educational markets are unpredictable may provide added incentives to
choose locations based on larger and more reliable-scolmomic and demographic trends than
assumptions about how individual houselsaithy respond to changes in school quality.

Research into the locational decisions of nonprofit organizations substantiates this
point!® Of course, many states permit charter schools to contract withrdéit organizations.
The point here is not to as@tely describe the market orientation of all charter schools, but
rather to consider how missidrased organizations operate as rational optimizers within an
established marketplace (Brown & Slivinski, 1996). Pfeffer (1982) observed tHat#t®ns of
nonprofit firms often take on important symbolic implications, because they tend to work in
soci al service sectors that -or@qupeesaoamalst any

effectively satisfy client needs. A number of studies have docwuetite tendency for

19 Hannsman (1980) defines nonprofit organizations as those prohibited from distributing surplus resources, which

he refer s -dswbutbsconnstkentimonmhey are thought to emerge as r
government failures (DiMaggio, 1990). Market failures occur when a product is a public good, demarsirnialto

to be profitable, ocharacteristics of theroduct or consumer prevetfiie sharing of full information® Government

failures occur when governments respond to the demands of the majority, leaving minority groups unsatisfied.

Wesibrod (1998 from DiMaggio, 1990) further explains that while government is often viewed ashssfgofor

supplying public goods, this approach is only efficient when demand is homogeneous. Government can target the
median voter and tax away the free rider problem. When demand is heterogeneous, nonprofits, which can effectively
bypass political praesses, become instrumental in providing supplemental goods and services that address diverse

public needs (Smith & Lipsky, 1993).
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nonprofits to locate in lovincome urban areas where 4mofit firms and government are
assumed to be unwilling or unable to meet consumer needs (see GulosinoM2B80@yson,

1983), but other studies have shown nonprofits to bedodat i n fimor e gener ous
higher household incomes (Wolpert, 1993) or greater potential for volunteering (Wolch, Kim &

Lee, 1999). Nonprofits seem highly cognizant of the fact that they must earn support from
external actors and organizations towsedunding and effectively fulfill their mission (Brown &

Slivinski, 1996; Gulosino, 2008; Herman & Retz, 1999; Twombly, 2003). Overall, a review of

the literature by Bielefeld and Murdoch (2004) suggested thaprafits tend to locate in areas

that hae a history of service delivery as indicated by the presence of otherofts where

they can effectively balance community needs, a proxy for demand for services, with available
resources.

While the examination of nonprofit behaviors is illuminatiagalogies between charter
schools which operated within the public education system and private markets, even those most
friendly to missiondriven organizations, are far from perfect (Henig, 1994). Empirical evidence
on how charter schools may choose tsippon themselves within educational marketplaces
remains limited. As described above, a recent batch of studies has shown charter schools to be
responsive to local economic, educational, and demographic characteristics and possibly avoid
locations with igh proportions of atisk students who may be more difficult to educate (see
Arsen, Plank and Sykes, 2000; Gulosino, 20B@nig & MacDonald, 2002; Lubienski &
Gulosino, 2007). This suggests that by locatsmgne distance away from areas of greatest
demanl charter schools seek to better manage student enroliments and build unique market
sectors, securing three advantadesst, charter schools that avoid enrolling high proportions of

at-risk students may perform better on state assessments and othereseéagademic quality.



34
Such schools may appear to produce superior educational outcomes, while incurring few costs
related to changes in educational practice. Second, charter schools may reduce the need for
compensatory and special education services dtrain school budgef8. Third, focusing on
smaller, niche markets may limit direct competitionhil competition is integral to the theory
of charter school reform and assumed necessary for improving schooling practices, charter
schools themselves mayotnwish to operate in highly competitive environments. Instead,
providing specific educational programs to niche groups wimhilar educational values and
demographic characteristianay help distinguish charter schools from competitors, while
simultaneosly offering a degree of stability that is difficult to establish in the larger educational
marketplace. This behavidras been observed in the charter school literature and teheed

charter school specialization theofyee Garcia, 2008a)

Alternative perspectives on charter school supply

Positioning strategies, of course, are not expected to be the sole determinants of charter
school locations. Hdence supporting descriptions of charter schools as rational actors may be
explained by accounting for ath forces thought to influence school level behaviors. Below,

three alternative explanations are explored.

20 Conventional wisdom holds that leincome and special education students are more expensive to etianate

other studentsAs evidence, federal and state funds are specifically allocated to provide school districts and schools
with additional resources for the education of these populations, including Title | and the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Howevett is important to note that higichieving students may also increase

costs through demand for specialized schooling practices, such as Advanced Placement or International
Baccalaureate courses, preparation for the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)fom@akchievement Test (CAT),

or college advisement. This is not to suggest that such services should not be available to all students, but demand
may be greater in schools with higher proportions ofaighieving students forcing charter schools to act.
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Practical Constraints

A number of practical constraints may be expected to influence charter school locations.
For example, the cost of renting purchasing space, zoning regulations that prevent schools
from operating in certain areas or on particular streets, and insurance redlining that makes it
prohibitive to open up schools in the poorest or most segregated neighborhoods are all factors
that may limit entry into the educational marketplace. Moreover, charter schools operate as
public schools within state education systems and therefore face levels of oversight that far
surpass state monitoring of most private-goofit and nonprofit organizains. Huerta and
doEntremont (2010) observed that although <c¢cha
decisionmaking, charter schools are still evaluated according to state accountability systems and
must satisfy the expectations of state authosizée.g. departments of education, state
universities, local school districtsfhe decisions of authorizers, particularly decisions made by
state and local administrators invested in the success of traditional public schools, shapes charter
school supplylt is certainly possible that charter schools may believe authorizers are more likely
to approve their applications if they seek out more favorable locations, particularly locations in
and around higimeeds areas where new schools may be viewed as aitbéeeflarger
educational system.

For example, many states enforce regulations that limit the formation of new charter
schools. New Jersey caps the total number of charter schools at 135 and does not permit newly
created charter schools to enroll morentb@0 students or 25% of the student body in the school
district where the charter is established. Conversion charter schools may be larger, but 51% of
the school s teaching staff and 51% of the pa

the corversion process. While such regulations governing the creation of charter schools are not
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necessarily designed to prohibit charter schools from locating in certain communities, they
certainly restrict market entry, especially in communities where educatokets are saturated.

Research also suggests that charter schools receive proportionally less funding per
student than traditional public schoglsHu er t a & d 6 E*hin stagesnwhere chart2r0 1 0 ) .
schools are not identified as local education agen@iBAs) they may not receive funding for
educational expenses unrelated to instructional costs and be ineligible for categorical aid or
participation in special programs and services, such as substance abuse prevention,
compensatory education, and uniarrek i nder garten. Huert a and
observed that charter school budgets are often strained by a number of operational expenses
unfamiliar to traditional public schools. Stanp charter schools must secure a facility, purchase
instructionalmaterials, design a curriculum, hire staff and possibly legal and financial experts,
and advertise their servicgall before opening. Options for securing additional funding are
limited compared to traditional public schools. Charter schools cannottaxisg, struggle to
secure lowinterest loans or issue bonds, and frequently lack administrative staff with the
expertise to take advantage of federal and state grants. These factors all increase the importance
of charter school s 6aylpronepadhartersita avoiddhegle cost iareas that a n d

undermine school success.

ZlHuerta and doéEnt dthamoexaminin@chatt€r $chool firmrecingvités important to remember,
ithere are substantial differences in the distribution
example, charter schoadse more likely to be elementary schools, which are less expensive to operate than

secondary schools, but also are more likely to be located in urban areas, where spending on education tends to be

hi gher . 06 Thus, -pepiexpandituees ulthatelysdeperfd orptlee istructure and mission of particular

charter schools, as well as the revenue sources included in funding formula calculations.
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Political Power

Mintrom (2000) notes that the practice of politics is very different from decisions made in
a competitive marketplace and efforts to seamlessly integrate twesedrlds can produce
misleading descriptions of those who create and consume public p&lidiedact, public
policies are not consumed or purchased in any real sense, but rather adopted on behalf of
members or constituents. It is important to remembat ¢tharter schools are not private firms,
but rather funded and regulated through public education systems. Charter school suppliers may
choose to act in their own seifterest, but the larger decisiomaking processes that make their
goods and servicesvailable to consumers require collective action.

In this sense, charter schools are political actors. The process of filing a successful charter
application requires engaging in the very policymaking processes that govern education systems
and shape chnter school reform. School leaders may be viewed as policy entrepréneurs
individuals who use political strategy, networking and persuasive argumentation to overcome the
limitations (or unreasonable assumptions) of the educational marketplace by incazasimigje
information, reducing transaction costs and engaging broad constituency groups to achieve
particular policy outcomes (Mintrom, 2000). By working closely with policymakers and interest
groups and developing coalitions of natural allies, chartkods may employ nerational
decisionmaking strategies that establish broad support for the collective benefits of their
educational programs.

Research, though limited, suggests charter schools recognize the importance of

developing strong relationstgpwith public officials and the constituencies they serve and may

22 Mintrom (2000) concedes that markesed models have helped improve our understanding of political behavio
However, he contends that RCT struggles to account for collective action and is based on a series of assumptions
(perfect information, homogeneous beliefs and values, no transaction costs, consistency in preferences and
outcomes, etc.) that not only agemplify human behavigras discussed above, laisoobscure factors that political
actors must confront and overcome to achieve policy goals.
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purposely locate in areas with greater political power. In a study of Washington D.C. charter
schools, Henig and MacDonald (2002) found that charter schools authorized by the elected
Board d Education were more likely to position themselves in neighborhoods with higher voter
turnout and larger proportions of Africamerican families, a key voting bIG&. Providing
educational services to more powerful constituent groups may create advantdgeding,
regulatory enforcement, and access to facilities and other public services (Henig & MacDonald,

2002, p. 967).

Social Capital

Public schools do far more than educate students. They often serve as community hubs
responsible for sharing informan and organizing community members, including those
without children, to achieve shared goal s (df¢
schools are important sources of commusipgcific social capital. Social capital is defined as
the resoures gained through the trust, obligations and networks that exist between members of
social systems (Bourdieu, 2002; Coleman, 1988). These connections help individuals and their
communities maintain or increase power by reducing transaction costs, tiagiltaoperation,
and providing access to educational resources (Schneider, Teske & Marschall, 2000). Effective
schools both enhance and benefit from social capital by fostering strong interpersonal
relationships among community members that lead to tlaeingh of resources (Coleman,

1988)%*

2 Henig and MacDonald (2002, p. 976) noted that Washington D.C. is a predominately -Afmeaitan city

whererace serves as a powerful political symbol.

24 pgain, it is important to note that new technologies are changing the ways individuals communicate and interact.
The Internet and the emergence of social networking sites allow individuals to easily comnurdcidege

distances and develop meaningful personal relationships. Ultimately, these technologies may reduce the importance
of faceto-face interactions in developing social capital.
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Charter schools frequently develop from the same interpersonal relationships that public
schools are expected to cre&t€harter school operators with strong ties to their communities
may be expected to develop eduoasil programs suited to local needs and locate in close
proximity to the students they hope to enrol
(2000) notes that charter schools can become expressions of tribalisrmdayme and minority
families negécted by the mainstream educational systems, or more affluent families frustrated
by fAgroups rightso politics, can come togeth
shared values and beliefs. By removing themselves from the larger public sphdres fanu
community me mber s form intense attachments
expressions of ethnic identities, religious convictions, or particular pedagogical practices
(Brasington, 2006; Fuller, 2000). As a result, we may expect charteslsdbaot only position
themselves in communities suited to their particular educational mission, but also depend on
preexisting relationships with community members to locate facilities and other resources. In
fact, it is not uncommon for these relatibis to be formalized and for community members to
become board members, employees, or external

Charter schools may also be attentive to fostering relationships with other sources of
social capital to maximize avallie resources, as well as organizational legitimacy. This may be
particularly true in cases of charter schools founded by CMOs, EMOs or other groups from
outside a given community. Charter schools may choose to locate near sources of technical

assistancee(g. colleges and universities, nonprofit organizations, public agencies, law firms),

5 Charter school reform does have the potential to undermine thechtaels play in connecting community
members and building social capital. Charter schools do not follow set attendance zones. Students may travel
significant distances and come from dse communities. They may share little in common with their Eeats
struggle to stay on site beyond the school day. This dynamic may reduce interactions among farpil@sand
strong personal relationships from developing, undermining scpaaific social capital.
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especially those able to providekind resources. By building an effective network of external
partners, charter schools may succeed in lowering costs, enhancingoogeeatd, perhaps most
importantly, offering educational programs that seem to expand beyond the limitations of
traditional schooling models to align with larger community concerns (e.g. after school
programs, health and nutrition services, public hoysi@darter schools may also benefit from
seeking out and locating near potential funders. These factors suggest that charter schools may
base locational decisions on who they know and who they want to know as much as they do on

actual market factors.

Responses to market pressures: A broader view

It is important to note that charter schools may also employ positioning strategies for
reasons other than avoiding expensive to educate students. That is, assumptions among charter
school leaders that certain émnments are more desirable may not be based on the calculation
that disadvantaged students are more codihany charter schools are missidriven
organizations that may simply hold the view that more affluent and stable neighborhoods provide
better leaning environments for the students they sedlpert (1993) observes that in the
absence of information allowing consumers and funders to assess quality or estimate cost,
nonprofits often rely on other factors, including location, to enhance theirmegit. In the case
of charter schools, operators may seek to balance high demand for increased choice with
normative understandings of legitimate school settings. Research into residential and school
choice indicates that parents frequently rely on proxtegudge the quality of local public
schools includingperpupil spending, teacher quality, school climate, and perhaps most

importantly peeigroup composition (Bradbury, Mayer, & Case, 2001; Schnedier & Buckley,
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2002; Schneider, Teske, & Marschall, 2008)nce many of these proxies are correlated with
sociceconomic status, more affluent neighborhoods are generally assumed to possess higher
performing school8® Charter schools, wary of the need to present themselves as preferable
alternatives to traditimal public schools, may be unwilling to locate in areas generally
understood as unsuccessful schooling environments.

The ABr oken Wi ndow Theoryo suggests t hat
including dense and dilapidated housing, violent crime, igaale or inaccessible health care,
unreliable or limited public transportation, and high unemployment, often makisk at
neighborhoods highly visible (Massey & Denton, 1993; Wilson, 1987). Community members
with the agency to live elsewhere tend to avaidh neighborhoods at all costs, robbing residents
of access to critical sources of human, financial and social capital and contributing to a
downward cycle of fear and displacement (Goldring, 2006). Given the importance most families
place on their childrn 6 s safety and education, charter
neighborhoods as unable to support successful schools, regardless of the obvious likelihood of
high demand for new school choices among local residents. A preferable strategy may be to
locat just outside the most disadvantaged areas where charter schools compare more favorably
and work to attract families across neighborhood boundaries and school district lines. This means
that charter schools may benefit from locating not within, but adfacethe communities they
hope to serve.

Regardless, none of these factors preclude charter schools from engaging in positioning

strategies within certain constraints. If charter schools reguladyadvertising and marketing to

% Research by economists has foanstrong relatioship between the quality of local public schools and the
willingness of residents to pay high costs to live in affluent suburbs (Black, 1999; BoGaoin&vell, 2000;

Downes & Zabel2002; Weimer & Wolkoff,2001). Black (1999)for examplefound that for22,679 house sales in
three Massachusetts counties from 1993 to 1995, a 5% increase in student test scores is associated with a 2.1%
increase in housing priceseaning a house wor#i88,000 will rise in price by $3,948.
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attract particular setsf students and/or set preconditions (e.g. parent contracts) for enrollment
(Garcia, 2008b; Wells, 2002), it seems reasonable to suggest that similar strategic thinking may
affect locational decisiorf. Unlike traditional public schools, charter schools aret
constrained by set locations and student catchment zones and, if properly positioned, may
compete for students across multiple neighborhoods. The passhigeGifild Left Behindand
the emergence of state accountability systems have establishedneldars for entering the
educational marketplace. Leveraging these advantages to better pursue desirable students is an

appropriate and, in fact, expected response to market pressures.

2" Wells (2002) observed that cher schools often produce promotional materials that include messages (e.g. safety,
academic rigor, racial/ethnic identity, similarity to private schools) targeted at specific student populations. In
addition, mission statements, educational practicesoamfrricula may be carefully crafted to produce school
cultures that encourage particular student enrollmeshite multi-step application processes that include parent
contracts, interviews and/or school visits may reduce participation among familidgmwitied time and resources.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Research Context: New Jersey

Questions abouhow charter schools respond to competition and position themselves
within educational marketplaces are essential spatial concerns that require descriptive analyses of
the arrangement of schooling options. Previous research has tended to examine cluaiter sch
practices and enrollments acontextudlipat is, studied student demographics, school
resources, student outcomes, etc. divorced from the larger environments in which charter schools
operate. But, where a school chooses to locate has a direct baaiisgevel of competition,
access to resources, and institutional l egi ti
obscure two points critical to understanding the larger impact of reform. First, context8 vary.
Statutory regulations, such as ¢$ko regarding feprofit participation, charter school
authorization, or racial balancing provisions influence market entry and the availability of new
schooling options. While this point has been gradually acknowledged in studies examining
charter schoolacross states and districts, far less thought has been given to the role local factor
conditions and competition levels, as well as economic and demographic trends may play in
shaping school | evel deci si ons ( Aw edodatioraall d 2 C
opportunities is best described by examining the full range of schooling options in a given area,
rather than their choices of particular schools (Lubienski, Gulosino & Weitzel, 2009). With this
in mind, determining where charter schools atessically located within communities and

investigating the potential strategies employed in choosing those locations can help gauge the

2 For specific examples exploring how state and local contexts have influenced charter schooldedisigrsee
Lubienski, Gulosino and Weitzel (2009, p. 6620).
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degree to which markestyle locational strategies promote equitable access to schools, especially
in areas charactesd by intense segregation and racial isolation.

This study examines charter school locations in the state of New Jersey. New Jersey
provides an appropriate place for examining ¢
history ofinequitable skooling caused by the state's housing patterns, population density, and
funding disparities between rich and poor school districts, as well as the social and cultural
diversity of its populationNew Jerseyhas historically supported a school governanogctire
that places an extreme emphasis on local control when compared to other states. Its school
districts tend to be small in size and clogeljow municipal boundarigegesulting in substantial
segregdbn by race and socieconomic statu$’ fiBy any measure, New Jersey has one of the
most segregated school systems in the country,” according to David Sciarra, executive director of
the New Jersey Education Law Cen{8raun, May 19, 2011).*° Extensive Tiebousorting
combined with widelypublicized scholboutcomes on state accountability measures provide
charter school operators with clear markers for entering the educational marketplace and
cultivating competitive advantages

At the same time, public education in New Jersey has been heavily shapedripsaf
court cases and subsequent policy actions focused on improving educational equity. In 1981, The

Education Law Center filedbbott v. Burken behalf of lowincome children in New Jersey and

29 For example, there are more school districts in New y€B&88) than any other state with the exceptions of
Texas (1,030), California (948), lllinois (868), New York (694), and Ohio (612). New Jersey has a lowertgehools
district ratio (4.13) of any of these larger, more populous states and, in fact, ortgrisloklaine, North Dakota,
Vermont and Oklahon@afive primarily rural stated average fewer schools per district.

®¥The Civil Rights Project identified dtatednBbenAsS58:y as one
Kingbs Dr eam tmare?(Prfiedd K $6e,62804. Batagfrbm the National Center for Education Statistics

shows that6 percent of eitheAfrican Americans owhites in New Jersey would have to move to another district in

order to achieve racial balance in schodlglged byhese criteriaNew Jersey ranks in the top 10 of most

segregated states (PolitiFact, 2011).
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chall enged the stateos ycationLawCerdec, R009.IIn 1990, thel i n g
New Jersey Supreme Court ruleddbbott Ilthat the education provided to lamcome children
in New Jersey was unconstitutional. Court mandated remedies were limited to urban school
districts serving lowncome andninority students with an excessive tax for municipal services
that had failed to demonstrate acceptable levels of performance on the New Jersey High School
Proficiency Test. These districts became collectively known as Abbott districésodatt 1V
(1997) andAbbott V(1998) court mandated remedies were further defined to includgupdr
funding equivalent to the average of New Jer
universal preschool for-3and 4yearolds; supplemental programs forrégk students, such as
intensive early literacy programs, small class size, and social and health services; new and
rehabilitated facilities; and state accountability for the timely implementation of a research
based, national wholechool reform model, docal equivalent (Education Law Center, 2009).
Map 3.1 displays the distributioof Abbott districts. They are mosttpncentrated in large and
midsized cities and urban fringe communities often viewed as hotbeds of educational need (see
inset maps featurg Newark, Jersey City, Camden and Trenton metropolitan areas) although
several Abbott districts amdsofound in rural and coastal regions deemed resource poor.

New Jersey charter school reform emerged from within this unique state policy dontext
one tha has recognized and aggressively sought to remedy educational disparities across school
districts and populationshut continues to struggle with howest to accountfor school
governancsstructures emphasizing local control and allowing featurally oceirring inequities.

From this perspective, New Jersey charter schools may be viewed as an attempt to improve

public education without requiring substantial changes to existing institutions or thes¢aige
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redistribution of educational resources, whitdlps explain their appeal. Charter schools are
expected to operate in parallel with traditional public schools, increasing competition for
students and resourcdsyt ultimately adding to the overall promise of public educatiurch
descriptiors standin stark contrast to past reforefforts exemplified by the Abbott rulings,
which challenged theery legitimacyof the public educatiosystemitself. Loud and contentious
debates over school financingtudent segregation, and educational outcorhewe\er, have
raised questions about whether charsehoolsaretruly a complimenary educational refornur,

in actuality, a direct attack on mainstream institutiorhese questions highlight the need to
betterunderstand hoviNew Jerseycharter schooliteract with their surrounding communities

and the larger educational system.

The New Jersey Charter School Program Act

In 1995,the New Jersey Charter School Program pwivided for the creation of up to
75 charter schools for the explicit purpose of prmmgdstudents with new learning opportunities
not available through traditional public education classroptnd S.A. 18A:36A)" In 2000, the
law was amended to allow for a maximum of 135 charter schools. Comparatively, there are
2,486 public schools and242 private and parochial schools in New Jersey (State of New Jersey
Department of Education, 201Bccording to New Jersey lawharter schools are authorized by
the New Jersey Commissioner of Education, governed by a board of trustees and subject to
ovesight by the New Jersey Department of Education. Charter schools may be founded by

teachers or parents within a given school district or by community members, institutes of higher

31 Specifically, New Jersey law states that charter school reform is intended to achieve the following goals: improve
student learning; increase educational choioeparents; promote different and innovative learning methods;

establish new forms of accountability for schools; establish new professional opportunities for teachers; and identify
the school as the unit of educational improveniBind.S.A. 18A:36A)
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education, and/or private organizations in partnership with those teaehérsparents.
Traditional public schools may also covert to charter school status provided that 51% of a given
school 6s teaching staff and 51% of parents an
a charter school. All charters are initially awatder a four year period (and then required to be
renewed every five years), but may be closed by the Commissioner if they experience financial,
governance or performance problemqpendix A provides the full text of thBlew Jersey
Charter School Programct

During the 200807 school year, 52 charter schools were in operation in New Jersey. By
September 2009, this number had risen to 68 <c
Over 70% of operating charter schools are located in Abbott distrastsas formally classified
as serving disadvantaged students. The strong presence of charter schools in Abbott districts is
not surprising. First, as discussed in previous chapters, charter schools are expected to respond to
consumer demand, which is oftemanslated to mean the need for additional learning
opportunities in underesourced and lowgyerforming school districts. The Abbott decisions
have clearly delineated areas of the state whegkerperforming schools are most needed.
Second, charter Bools in New Jersey are tightly regulated at the state level as compared to
many other states. The state has sanctioned only a single authorizer, the New Jersey
Commissioner of Education, who is specifically charged with encouraging charter schools to
locate in urban school districf8.And, while state law does not specifically address the issue of
educational equity beyond the implied benefit of improved educational outcomes, New Jersey is

one of fourteen states to include racial balancing provisionsarterhschool legislation to limit

32t is important to note that although New Jersey charter schools are ultimately approved by the Commissioner of
Education new schools are required to submit their applications to their district(s) of residence for review. Host
district(s) are then invitetb submit comments to the Commissioner as part of the application process. The role of
local school districts in reviewing and commenting on charter school applications is expected to influence the
Commi s si onemabksi ndge cainsdi otnh e Il pagtemn ofichartes sclyodl supplyy e r a
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or eliminate racial isolation and imbalance in charter schools (Oluwole & Green, 2008).
"Admissions policies of New Jersey charter schools must, to the maximum extent practicable,
seek enrollment of a cross section of tbenmunity's school age population, including racial and
academic factors (National Al | i ahedNew Jersey Pu bl
Commissioner of Education is responsible for determining whether a new charter wilh have
segregative effect onts district of residence, as well as districts sending studentsnewa
charter school after it has begun operation. These expectations combined with the overarching
goal of leveraging charter schools to improve educational outcomes appears to hagd foste
fairly robust accountability system that encourages new schools to locate-imclmwe districts

and focus on fulfilling state policy guidelind$Thirty-six previously approved charter schools,

or more than onhird (35%), have been closed (StateNew Jersey Department of Education,
2011), more than twice the national average of 14% (Center for Education Reform**2010).

It is also important to note that New Jersey law establishes charter schools as independent
school districts eligible for 90% qferpupil fundingine nr ol | ed st udent sd home
as categorical aid and other state funding sources. (The state is responsible for payumgl per
expenditures for students not previously enrolled in theipeblucation system). This it to
suggest that larter schoolsdo not rely on local educational services (e.g. transportation,
facilities, extracurricular program)r are uihkely to be influenced bylocal politics and

institutions, butthe fact that they are only accountable tatestgovernance and financing

3 For further reading on the pressures faced by charter schools to conform to normative definitions of successful
schooling and attend to prevailing educati orkamangoal s s
(2009).

34 Of the 36 charter schools that have been closed: five charter schools were approved, found unprepared to open,
and denied a final granting charter; 11 charter schools had their charters revoked by the New Jersey Commissioner
of Education 17 charter schools voluntarily surrendered their charters; and three charter schools did not have their
charters renewed.
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structures means that variations in local attitudes and behaviors toward charter schools may play
a lesser role in shaping school decisions than larger state policy goals.

Combined, the above factors have in effect alignedlffiswentives for charter schools
with the larger educational mission of reforNew Jersey ltarter schools have been presented
with clearlydefined and seemingly thriving marketplaces where they can expect to find strong
demand for school choice and opess to new educational strategidbbott districts are also
the target of state education reforms designed to alleviate the negative consequences of
concentrated school poverty. Many charter schools prioritize working with disadvantaged
students and mayiew thesedistricts as appropriate locations for fulfillinigeir mission. Both of
these points are substantiated by the realization that New Jersey law refantes schools to
give seat preference to students residing in their host dishridhe 47charter schools where
information on studentso6é district of origin i
95% of enrolled students are from their district of residence (State of New Jersey Department of
Education, 2011)Thi s meaness$halt oisucoversubscribed ch
lists areessentially limited to a single district or authorized region, creating incentives to locate
in those school districts where there is an obvious pool of potential customers and evidence of
sypport for charter schools.

Of course, potential motivatiarfor charter schools to cluster in Abbott districts should
not be overstatedt is important to remember thaharter schools are not eligible for state aid
provided directly to Abbott district8uckley (2007) found that during the 2008 school year,
for example, Abbott districts received $11,298 in foundation education funding per student

compared to $7,648 for charter schools located in Abbott districts, a difference of ¥3,650.

% The Center for Education Reforra, procharter school organization, hasported thastatewideper-pupil
funding for New Jersegharter schools is closer to 80%pafi-pupil district aid than the legislativelpandated 90%
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Such fundingdisparitiescreatedisincentives for charter schools to locate near -fugdinced
traditional public schools that are the target of state education refGmascould argue that the
overwhelming presence of charter schools in Abbott districts is actenatience of a lack of
market savvy and/or tendency to put school missions above profit incerfilveg.might be
better off identifying school districts that have the same level of educational need as Abbott
districts (e.g. Atlantic City), but and do n&ceive the same level of public support

That saidjt is clear thatAbbott districts are overwhelmingly found at the tail end of state
distributiors when examined against common measures of social and economic disadvantage
Table 3.1 provides informatoon Abbott districts6é settings,
percent of African American and leincome students, pgrupil expenditures, and percent of
federal and state aid that makes up total educational fufitliMprked differences are shown
betveen Abbott districts and general state trends. Abbott districts tend to be larger than non
Abbott school districts. Despite accounting for less than five percent of all school districts in
New Jersey (31 out of 591) they enroll close to-fitle of all public school students (NJDOE,
2011).1t is also clear that the vast majority of Abbott districts are found in urban areas and
contain large proportions of lemcome and minority students, Twerftye out of 31 (80.6%)

Abbott districts, for example, contagreater than 50% lemcome studentshis does not mean

because charter schools are not eligible to receive state adjustment aid provided through the School Funding Reform
Act of 2008 (Center for Education Reform, 201In response to recent Abbott rulings, New Jersey enacted a new
school funding formula that distributes state aid to school districts based opepierdequacy budget that

includes weights for atisk students (i.e. eligible for free and reducecth)n Englishlanguage learnersnd special

education students

% Table 3.1 does not account for differences between Abbott andlstoott districts. State totals are the result of

data drawn from both Abbott and nrébott districts. The purpose of TabB.1 is not to suggest that all RAbbott

districts share the same qualities or possess greater local resources than all Abbott districts. Rather, the purpose of
Table 3.1 is to identify specific school districts classified as serving resource poor cibiesrand document their
deviations from dominant state trends to help explain why they may prove attractive to charter schools.
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L % . % State
B:rtr::;t ;grtuilms Setting Students  African (Ifct?nvz_ Ei;g: dpi!clu res & Federal
American Support
State Totals 2,222 NA 1,255,378 17.65% 27.81% $11,106 34.60%
Non-APDOI 1,775 NA 969,572  10.04%  15.29% $11,021  31.90%
g\it;?fif:tts 447 NA 279,915 44.39% 71.77% $12,525 74.20%
Asbury Park 6 Urban fringe 3,268 84.15% 83.17% $17,695 82.38%
Bridgeton 7 Midsize city 4,108 57.52%  74.88% $11,968 89.17%
Burlington 5 Urban fringe 3,068 32.17%  13.95% $11,490 52.90%
Camden 33 Midsize city 18,393 57.20% 84.67% $12,832 94.78%
Orange 9 Urban fringe 4,401 91.41% 73.21% $13,226 84.07%
East Orange 19  Urban fringe 11,427 94.63%  77.02% $13,261 82.85%
Elizabeth 25 Urban fringe 19,075 26.13% 74.34% $15,118 61.55%
Garfield 7 Urban fringe 3,874 5.01% 50.44% $10,599 56.16%
Gloucester 3 Urban fringe 2,096 0.24%  44.90% $11,861 82.16%
Harrison 3 Urban fringe 1,849 0.49%  31.04% $11,295 57.23%
Hoboken 6 Urban fringe 2,425 15.55%  75.84% $16,659 31.66%
Irvington 12 Urban fringe 7,757 90.67%  74.54% $11,384 80.72%
Jersey City 38 Midsize city 31,669 39.04% 72.55% $12,568 73.84%
Keansburg 4  Urban fringe 1,978 4.45%  55.56% $11522 79.87%
Long Branch 9 Urban fringe 4,723 34.13% 64.13% $11,621 63.10%
Millville 10 Midsize city 5,849 23.92%  45.48% $10,807 78.57%
Neptune 7 Urban fringe 4,073 62.41%  44.98% $7,562 31.72%
gretmswick 10  Urban fringe 5,407 41.13%  79.99% $13,666 6652%
Newark 76 Large city 42,101 61.93% 80.28% $13,948 84.88%
Passaic 15 Urban fringe 10,308 15.96%  84.44% $11,807 88.38%
Paterson 35 Urban fringe 24,563 40.40% 77.80% $12,088 82.75%
Pemberton 11 Urban fringe 5,644 29.22%  39.90% $12,510 81.56%
Perth Anboy 9 Urban fringe 8,195 8.58%  81.98% $13,705 82.02%
Phillipsburg 6 Urban fringe 3,309 5.35%  35.42% $12,277 65.46%
Plainfield 13 Urban fringe 7,478 78.03%  58.24% $12,468 75.31%
Pleasantville 6 Urban fringe 3,801 71.88%  77.48% $11,935 82.88%
Salem City 3 Urban fringe 1,408 65.20%  73.30% $12,191 73.87%
Trenton 23 Midsize city 11,930 70.22%  68.99% $13,812 85.55%
Union City 11 Urban fringe 10,554 0.93% 79.81% $11,271 85.64%
Vineland 19 Midsize city 9,308 19.38% 54.37% $13,048 82.99%
\\’(‘gerskt New 7  Urbanfringe 5876  0.73%  69.33% $12,089  81.45%

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 2011
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that all Abbott districts share same traits or produce the same educational outcomes or that
charter schools are likely to view all Albalistricts as identical educational markets/ga the
long history of litigation in New Jersey, some Abbott districts previously classified as low
income have seen economic recoveries, while someAbbott districts have gone through
economic declinesHoboken has become a popular community among young professionals
commuting to New York, for example, and perhaps as a result of a stronger local tax base
supports per pupil expenditures considerably higher than most other Abbott districts.
Acknowledging sch deviations, charter schools have clearly responded to general trends
characterizing Abbottlistricts and identified these spaces as viable educational markets. Careful
examination of a select sample of charter schools in Abbott districtheliredice noise and
control for factor conditions describing areas that are unlikely to contain charter schools.

In sum, the policy context in New Jersey allawsto isolate and observe charter school
behaviors in highly segregated areas formally recognizedramg atrisk students, andssess
the potential for markdtke strategies to effectively provide new educational opportunifiss.
discussed in the last chapter, research suggests charter schools may have incentives to cluster in
areas where they canfedtively balance demand for services with the negative effects of
increased competition. Investigating the potential for such behavior requires looking beyond
district level data and examining where charter schools logilén districts. The presence of
Abbott districts in New Jersey helps clarify which communities are most likely to attract charter
schools and provides a useful test case for examining whether charter schools strategically
position themselves within designated higged areas.
These sam advantages, ever, do limit the applicability of research findings to other state

contexts.Researchers have shown that differences in state demographics, cultural contexts,
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political behaviorsand state policieall shape responses to charter scliefdrm. Stoddard and

Corcoran (2007) found greater support for charter school legislation and greater participation in
charter schools, for example, in states with increasing population heterogeneity and income
inequality and pesistently low school perfonance It is not difficult to imagine these same

factors uniquely addressed in New Jersey through the designation of Abbott districts, also
having a differentiated impact on charter school decisaking and supplyrurther aside from

the presence of Alott districts,therear e | mpor tant differences bet
school legislation and tHaws and regulations governing charter schaolsther statesCharter

school laws vary in the total number of new schools permitted at the statarneweithin local

districts, the authorization procedures established for approving new schools, the amount a fiscal
and operational autonomy granteahd the amount of funding provided (Center for Education
Reform, 2012).This dissertation does not fulladdressthe particular role théNew Jersey

Charter School Program Achay pl ay i n shaping New.FRltere seyos
research will beneeded to better understamolw differences ireducational, economic, political,

and cultural contextacioss statesifluencec har t er school s6 operational

Introducing Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

Geographic information systems (GIS) is a set of tools that may be used to explore and
analyze spatial relationships across Malga and, in the case of this study, describe policy
contexts that surround and shape New Jersey charter schools. Commonly applied through
computer software programs, GIS may be used to capture, store, manipulate, model and display
geographic information ade up of multiplelayers or sets of geographic objects (Ornsby,

Napoleon, Burke, Groessl & Feaster, 2001). Layers may cofgatnres which are discrete
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shapes represented as points, lines, or polygons, or unbounded surfaces represesitgdas
matrices of identically shaped square cells that divide surface areas into measurable values. For
example, GIS can present data as a map where cities are symbolized as points, streets and rivers
as lines, and states as polygons, and topographical featutesutvdistinct shapes, such as
elevation, temperature, or ocean depth, as colored surfaces of varying intensity. A principal
advantage of using GIS to address spatially oriented questions (which helps explain its rising
popularity as a research tool) isat geographic information may heined to tabular data
through commofiieldsor columns (Gulosino, 2008), allowing multiple data sources to be added
to one or more layers and displayed simultaneously in a single map or visual. The result is a
richer undestanding of the interdependencies that define economic, political and social life. As
Lubienski and Gulosino (2007, p. 5) haweted i u s ispagal apmaaches offers an
advantage in analyzing data, not only in that it sets data within context,abiots researchers
to both test hypotheses as well as to discern unanticipated patterns in the data that might not be
apparent wusing traditional statistical approa
This is not to say, however, that GIS simply adds color to our understanding alf soci
phenomena. Anselin, Sridharan, and Gholston (2007, p. 290) have explained that GIS advances
scientific inquiry in three ways. First, it facilitates data integration. As statistical modeling has
become increasingly sophisticated, there has been widgnitoo of the need to account for
variables at different levels or scales and across space. Identifying models that meet such criteria
can be extremely difficult. Spatial data mining using GIS may prove preferable to relying on
traditional descriptive stetics and hypothesis testing to examine relationships among variables,
especially when it is difficult to identify appropriate measures or control for spatial interactions.

Poorly specified models may lead to biased findings.
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Second, GIS may be used tonduct exploratory spatial data analysis (ESD@he
example of the usefulness of ESDA is in addresspagial autocorrelationA common problem
with traditional statistical analyses that rely on spatially organized data is that measures from
adjacent uits tend to be correlated. Definedspatial autocorrelationthis tendency violates the
assumption of unit independence and if left uncorrected increases the likelihood of Type | error,
in the case of positive spatial autocorrelation, and Type Il emothe case of negative
autocorrelation (Freisthler, Levy, Gruenewald, & Chow, 200@SDA takes a more rigorous
approach to analyzing spatial relationships b
example, surface maps and statistical gragbols may be used to assess data variability,
distribution, and correlation, as well as large scale trends; buffer rings may be drawn around
features to better define relationships within surrounding environments; and spatial analyst tools
may apply stat st i c al met hods, such as Moranés | (e X
autocorrelation and identify clusters and spatial outliers (Gulosino, 2008).

Third, confirmatory spatial data analysis (CSDA) relies on spatial modeling techniques,
like spatid lag models, and helps control for spatial autocorrelation and spatial heterogeneity in
GLS regression analyseSrowder and South (2008), for example, analyzed merged data from
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics and the U.S. Census using aegeesssie model based
on spatially lagged independent variables to consider the influence of minority populations on
white migration. The authors observed that although greater concentrations of minority residents

within neighborhoods increase the likelihood ohitg flight, increased concentrations of

37 positive spatial autocorrelation occurs when variables describing adjacent units have the same or similar
measures. Posivautocorrelation increases the possibility of Type | error, finding a statistically significant
relationship when none exists. Negative spatial autocorrelation occurs when variables describing adjacent spatial
units are inversely related. Imagine citydks as a checkerboard alternating between black and white squares.
Negative autocorrelation increases the possibility of Type Il error, failing to find a statistically significant
relationship when one exists (Freisthler, Levy, Gruenewald, & Chow, 2006).
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minority residents in surrounding neighborhoods also prevented whites from moving. White
migration was thus seen as a delicate balance of changing circumstances in residents own
neighborhood and surrounding commiest

Of course, studies that rely heavily on GIS may face several limitations. Krivoruchko and
Gotway (2002) have noted that spatial analyses produced through GIS may lead to increased
variability and uncertainty in subsequent analyses. For example, birféer drawn around
features or clusters of features in order to define markets, neighborhoods, or school catchment
zones often rely on arbitrary distances; Proximity functions used to pinpoint the locations of
clusters may not produce reliable estimatepant data; and polygon overlay tools that allow
users to create and display new geometrical shapes based on existing geographic objects and
their attributes may not be supported by adequate theory. Even simple address matching used to
place points on n@s often fails to achieve 100% accuracy, resulting in subtle shifts in the
presentation of data that may misrepresent spatial relationships over time. All of these potential
pitfalls may been seen as part of a larger unfortunate trend on the part oesearehers to use
GIS to explore data without clearly articulating what they expect to find or establishing potential
counterhypotheses, leading to pdsbc analyses that only serve to reinforce conventional
understanding. For these reasons, scholars tmseeissed the need to move spatial analyses
beyond mapping and develop and apply more sophisticated approaches to analyzing data
expected of other research methods (Anselin, 2000; Henig, 2009).

Acknowledging these limitations, GIS remains a valuable fool exploring and/or
testing theoretical constructs and applying new analytic techniques. As computers and user
friendly software programs have become more affordable and spatial data more widely available,

researchers in fields ranging from criminologydpidemiology to political science to business
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and marketing have increasingly turned to GIS for organizing, integrating and visually
displaying data (Anselin, 2000; Goodchild, 2000; LubienskiD&ugherty, 2009;Parsons,
Chalkley, & Jones, 2000). And yetspmewhat surprisingly, researchers and policymakers in the
field of education have been slow to recognize the benefits of spatial analysis, despite the fact
that many of the most visible and controversial issues in education, such as school choice plans
and their potential affect on racial/ethnic segregation, possess clear spatial components. A large
body of research has shown that educational resources, student enroliments and school
performance are strongly correlated with the s@wonomic characteriss that describe
surrounding communities5pldring, Cohervogel, Smrekar, & Taylor, 2006)Geography plays
a prominent role in determining where families send their children to school, how schools
themselves respond to consumer demand and increased itmmpand what steps state and
local leaders may take to regulate education policy and spur school improvement. Without a
significant understanding of the spatial patterns that determine student enrollments and school
supply it is difficult to see how ne& educational opportunities can be effectively leveraged
through choice.

GIS as an analytic tool isot entirely absent from the study of school choice, it is simply
in its infancy. As described in the previous chapter, Cobb and Glass (1999) used Gifpaoeco
student enrollments in 55 urban and 57 rural charter schools to their adjacent public schools and
found evidence that charter schools emepresented white students. Goldring, Cokegel,
Smrekar, and Taylor (2006) used data from the 2000 Censusai® maps examining assets and
liabilities in student assignment zones. They determined that following the elimination of busing
in a Southern school district, Africalmerican children were more likely to be assigned to

schools in highrisk communities Lubienski and Gulosino (2007) mapped the physical location
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of charter schools relative to particular educational and demographic characteristics and
observed thamost charter schools in the Detroit metropolitan area targeted student populations
where tley are assumed to have a competitive advantage. Gulosino (2008) also used GIS to
determine that New York City charter schools tend to locate inpogerty areas, but also in
areas with greater access to public resources angnofihorganizations.

More recently, burgeoning interest in GIS led to the 2009 publication of a special issue of
the American Journal of EducatohAJ E) f or t he st at esgatighanalyicose of
approaches more squarely i nt o ithtahspecifie fotcusonpr i s e
improving understanding of school choice policies (Lubienski & Dougherty, 2009, p*%4&7).
this issue of AJE, Taylor (2009) used GIS to map the context and patterns of school choice and
competition in one urban educational marikethe United Kingdom. He found evidence of both
increased and reduced student segregation acr
(i.e. those schools that lost more students than they gained) were more likely to erwoll low
income students leling to the potential ghettoization of poor children. Bell (2009) examined
student level data and used GIS analytic tools to determine that families select from only a small
fraction of schools in their immediate surrounding area (< 2 miles) and gengraltifized
matching a child to a preferred school over travel distédaloni and Saporito (2009) examined
the effect of student enrollments in Aoaighborhood schools on racial segregation across urban
school districts. They used GIS to link elementanyddle school and high school attendance
boundaries to 2000 census data and produced evidence that public schools would be less racially
segregated if all children attended their neighborhood schools. Fibabigenski, Gulosino and
Weitzel (2009) usedIS processes to link school locations to saonomic data describing

three urban school districts and demonstrated that competitive marketplaces vary according to

38 For further reading seemerican Journal of Education, 1(4 from August, 2009.
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contextual factors. However, they did find evidence that in all three districts chelneols
embraced strategies for excludingiak students to enhance their market position.

These studies represent an exciting time in educational research where spatial analyses
are opening new doors to understanding educational processes and outcdroesfiamting
potential biases resulting from autocorrelation and spatial heterogeneity that may be embedded in
traditional theory. Despite our rapidly shrinking world, public schooling remains largely a local
endeavor where certain activities and trarnisastare heavily reliant on personal relationships
and an intimate knowledge of school environments. Continued reliance of social networks,
cooperative behaviors, and | ocal governance
schooling options is a remder of the lack of true independence among actors in the educational
marketplace and that behaviors are in all likelihood heavily influenced by the perceived character
of neighboring schools and communities. Spatial analysis using GIS is a reasonatee!lappr

exploring charter school behaviors in varying policy contexts.

Data and Methods

To facilitate use in GIS and better understand the location and distribution of charter
schools within the educational marketpldcereateda data table of attribes describing all New
Jersey schools for the 20@910 school year. collecteddata from publiclyavailable sources
including the State of New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE), the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) and the 2000 Cermoud usedthe software program ArcGIS
developed by Environmental Services Research Institute, Inc. (ESRI), as well as the open source
software programs GeoDa anddconduct my analysilNJDOE maintains contact information

for all traditional public, chaer and private schools and annually collects enrollment
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information on a host of soceconomic variables. The NCES also collects data on school
locations and student characteristics, as well as reports some district level data coyliebed
United Sta¢s Census (e.g. education level, employment status, household income, occupancy
rates, and poverty status). The 2000 Census itself collects data at multiple geographic or spatial
levels (e.g. state, county, census tract, and census block group) andor@ogeeater diversity
of demographic and household characteristics than provided by NCES. Equally important, the
2000 Census maintains TIGER/Line shapefiles containing geographic information (e.g. points,
lines, polygons) used to define spatial units plate objects on maps with x and y coordinates
through the process of geocoding. When possiblerossreferencedinformation collected
and/or reported by multiple data sources to ensure accuracy.

| began my malysis by linking New Jersey school attriesit including locational fields
for street address and ZIP code, to data descrthmgchool age population (i.e. childrnemder
age 18 of surroundingspatial units® This step was performed through the geospatial process of
a spatial join.A spatial jon connects attributes describing one feature in a given layer to
attributes describing another feature. It is a useful method for linking features with different
geometric shapes. In this analydisnatchedschool districts, census tracts, and block gspu
represented as polygons to schools represented as points on the same caysterateThe

spatial join assignethe data attributes for each polygon to a pompointsof interest within its

39 My reasons for defining the school age population as the percentage of all children under age 18, including those
under age five, were twofold. First, Abbott districte aequired to provide universal pkendergarten for all 3and

4-year olds. Since the majority of New Jersey charter schools are located in Abbott districts, | felt it appropriate to
include preschoedged children as potential consumers in my analysearfd, | used the school age population to
construct a number of other variables representing smmoomic trends and competition levels at multiple

geographic scales. Data limitations led me to include all children under age 5 as part of the sap@olmdéation

to ensure consistency across measurements and calculations. Given that very young children represent future
consumers and | have hypothesized that charter schools behave as rational actors, | feel that my decision to represent
the school agegpulation as including all children under age 18 was appropriate and produced a reasonable measure
of market size that did not distort findings. My approach is also consistent with previous spatial analyses of charter
school supply (see Lubienski, Gulosi&dNeitzel, 2009).
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boundaries. The resultasan updated New Jersey schotitibutes tablecontainingadditional
fields describing the characteristics of each sclodlits surrounding areas, allowing for direct

comparisons through mapping, as well as more sophisticated spatial and statistical analyses.

Charter school positiang

| then usedESDA research techniquescompae minority and noAminority enroliments
in charter school$o the school age population in surrounding areas at three spatial scales: the
school district, census tract, and census block grobp. advantagef this approach is that it
allowed me to examine charter school enrollments across several benchsuhdd: districts
house the primary seat of local school governance; census tracts represent an imperfect, but
reasonable school attendance zone; aedsus block groups define charter schools immediate
surrounding neighborhood. Table 3.2 summarizes the ranges of population and area at the three

scales.

Table 3.2 Population and Area for Geographic Scales

Population Area (sg. miles)
Area Scale Max Min Mean Max Min Mean
School District 273,545 5,747 127,305 210.39 1.58 21.51
Census Tract 9,330 838 4,317 40.61 .06 1.69
Block Group 2,896 267 1,258 9.54 .03 A7

Source: United States Census 2000

| produced descriptive statistics (e.g. maximum,imim, mean, and standard deviation)
at each spatial scale and mapped charter school locations across multiple cortesttishie

assumption supported by previous research that charter school enrollments differ markedly from
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the racial/ethnic makap of their surrounding areas.examined charter schooia majority
African American (> 80%), racially diverse (
African American (< 20%) neighborhogdsccounting for thg@ossibility that student sorting is
influencedby preexisting patterns of student segregation (Ren&ulkvans 2005).All maps
use conventionatymbologyand display categorized charter school point features by unique
shapes and colors.

The purpose of this analysis is to broademrent debates otihe potential segregative
effect of charter schools by accounting for the likelihood that student sorting varies across
settings and spatial scal€3espite substantial research into racial sorting in charter schools, few
studies have fully acknowledgelet spatial contexts in which school offerings are provided and
familiesbo c hdil Sesaldroavedadre. to simultaneousl
immediate and adjacent areas from the neighbathiioothe school district leveproviding a
fuller accountof how charter schools may engage local communities and enhance (or limit)
student access to new learning opportunitigederstanding how schools and students are
distributedboth within andacrosseducational markets is a necessary precursor to man®us)
studies of New Jerseybds charter school supply
the racial/ethnic makap of schools and their surrounding areas, because educational equity has
been traditionally defined in such term$his analysis,including decisions around the

identification and categorization of spatial contexts, is discussed in greater detail in chapter 4.

Spatial analyses of charter school locations
Evidence that charter schools enroll higher proportions of African Americaterss

than reside in their surrounding communities across all levels and coetxtsthree separate
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investigations intoNew Jer seyo6s charter school supply of
First, | againusedESDA techniquego explore potentiabssociations betweecharter school
locationsandtheir immediate and surrounding neighborhoods at the census block group level.
produced dscriptive statistics (e.g. maximum, minimum, mean, stathidard deviationfor a
broader range of demographic asmticeconomic variables serving as proxies for educational
guality and need ancbnductedr-tests of unequal varian¢e examine differences in population
means across school typeédocused attentioron census block groups because it is here that
student sortingwasmost severel. also examinedraditional public and private schools, allowing
charter school environments to be directly compared to schooling alternatives within the
mainstream public system, as well as the larger educational markefplacg.with state totals,
| ranseparate analysésr nonAbbott and Abbott school districts sgainaccount for variations
in spatial contexts, especially among those schools operating in areas formally designated as
low-performing and serving aisk stucents. | usedfindings from this analysigo identify
neighborhood attributg®.g. race/ethnicitylno st | i kel y to i nfluence Ne
supply.

Second,| appliedMor anés | statistic to test for S |
amongkey attributesidentified in the previous analysis atttbught to influenceharter school

locationsMo r a ns@afinet as follows:

¢ B B 0 aa
B B 0 B 1 il

wherez represents the deviation of an attribute for block griofupm its mean - of), w is the

spatial weight between block groupand block groug, andn the total number of features



65

examined (ESRI, 2010). An indag produced ranging fra +1.0 indicating strong positive
autocorrelation or clustering to 0 indicating a random patterh.@indicating a strong negative
autocorrelation or dispersal, and a Z sc@ecalculated to test for statistical significance
(Gulosino, 2008). Tests fautocorrelation were conducted for all block groups in Abbott school
districts?®

In addition,| appliedL o c a | M statistictadascount for clusteringithin datssets
Hotspots (i.e. local clusters) and spatial outliers were majp#idistrate whee autocorrelation
among neighborhoodttributes associated with charter school locatiankieved statistical
signi fi canc stepwgsused to ddrinm preliminarysindings and determine whether
New Jersey <charter s@ hael g h,lidemomtvatnd ®visenaerof i n A
strategic decisiomaking or tend to be randomly distributelt is important to note that ke
findings may simply confirm trends that appear obvious throfigh a smamping, it allows
researcherstomove beybn t he fAeyeball testo and check t hel
by producing more valid measures of spatial relationships.

For this second analysikproduceda series oimaps for a purposive sample of charter
schools located in the Camden, Nekyand Trenton metropolitan areas (see Map 3.These
districts are large in size, broadly distributed throughout the state, and enroll a significant
proportion of the sitle of gublic schodl stuménts ang B5% mfoNew | a t |
Jersey chder schools. They are expected to be representative of charter school behaviors in the

very areas whertheyare most likely to locate. These maps differ from more conventional visual

displays becausthey account for spatial dependence amblogk groups That is statistical

“0 Evidence of charter school clustering in adibbott districts did not warrant this same level of analyEis point
is addressed in greater deiaichapter 4.

“IAs defined in this study, the three metropolitan areas contain ltbevifuy Abbott districts:Camden, East Orange,
Elizabeth, Gloucester, Hoboken, Irvington, Jersey City, Newark, Orange, Trenton, Union, and West New York
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methods were used to identify neighborhaddstes within school districts sharing common

bonds, such as leimcome or African American neighborhoodgests for autocorrelation also

help identify appropriate neighborhood distancesufge in other spatial analyses, neighborhood
clusters or educational markets can be set at distances where spatial dependence is strongest (e.qg.
highest Zscores), and lend insight into the appropriateness of various statistical methods.

Third, | used l@istic regression to predict charter school locations and identify
neighborhood attributes associated with these decisions. Models were based on findings gathered
from the first two spatial analyses described above. Spatial lags were included in logistic
regression model®o accountt or t he potenti al I m pnanediateaod bot h
adjacentblock groups The basic model, sometimes referred to as a spatial-@¥gesssive

model, was defined as follows:

"E"l0y: i1 Hi mk

where® is the dependent variable and identifies whether a charter school is present'ln the
block group and®r is the linear predictor, a vector of indament variablesand their
coefficients describing all local spatial units (i.e. block groups containing charter schools).
& 8! is a spatial lag operatdf.That is,® is a spatial weights matrix that summarizes
relationships among local spatial unitsdaadl adjacent units, defined as those sharing common

bordes, for a key set of variables. In this analysis, spatial weights preckiced by taking the

“’Crowder and South (2008p.79§ note that a potentially more common approach to modeling spatial
autcorrelation is to Ainclude a spatially | agged measur
the degree in which the value of the dependent variable is determined by the value of the dependent variable in
near by ar ea s tichegidssionanodels that pregligt & specific outcome for a dichotomous variable rather

than a continuous variable present challenges in using this approach. Instead, identifying models with spatially
lagged versions of key independent variables can lik use
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average value of all adjacent units for a given variablie. a vector of coefficients describing
thes spatial units.

This spatial crossegressive model has an advantage over more conventional approaches
to logistic regression analysis in that it may be used to specify separate effects for immediate and
adjacent spatialnits, providing afuller understading of the contextual characteristics that
describe charter school locations and likely influence school level behaviors. In other words, the
mod el doesndét just account for HAneighbor ef fe
factors. In doig so, it addresses the tendency of traditional regression analyses to ignore
autocorrelation and assume unit independence among spatially organized data, potentially
leading to biased findings.

In all three analysed, primarily focused on variables assatied with educational need
and quality andneighborhood diversitywhich served agroxies for vertical and hontal
product differentiatiorand allowed me to test the hypothesis that charter schools strategically
position themselves within school dists and neighborhoods to gain competitive advantages
Specifically, | relied on five sociceconomic and demographic factais examine vertical

product differentiation

1 % AfricanrAmerican;

1 % with less than a high school degree;
1 % singleheaded households;

1 % unemployed; and

1 % receiving public assistance.
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| examined eaclvariable individually, as well as combingkdem into a sociceconomic need

(SES) indexby summing the all five variables to create a single value (Lubienski, Gulosino &
Weitzel, 2009). As ated earlierfamilies, schools, and policymakers often tesge/ethnicity and

social class to anticipate local needs and assess school gualigxkamine horizontal product
differentiation,| created aneighborhood diversity indexdapted from the HerfdahtHirshman
indexused tomeasure heterogeneity among local populations. Previous research has shown that
families are more likely to exercise choice in heterogeneous communities and charter schools
may bebetter ableto take advantage of niche marke&s discussed in chapter two) aneas
wherethere area greater range afchoolingpreferences. Thaeighborhoodliversity index is

defined as follows:

‘000 i

wheres s the proportion of individuals of race/ethnicitin a given poplation andn is the total
number of racial/ethnic categories. Four racial/ethnic categomdste, black, Hispanic and
Asiand were included in the creation of this index. The inversa wfas subtracted from the
numerator and denominator to create a nomedlindex ranging from 0 to 1 where 0 indicates a
diverse environment with all racial/ethnic categories accounting for equal shares of a given
population and 1 indicates a case of extreme segregation with one racial/ethnic category
describing the entiregpulation.

| included additional variables in my analysesiédp account forthe size and stability of

educational markets, as well as local resource availabMgyestabshed above,he percent of

children underage 18 served as a proxy for marketzse , recording the prop
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consumer s 0spacel inaludegl itheperoent of Hispanic school age residemts an
additional measure of race/ethniciand e@ucational attainmentparticularly percent with a
Bachel or,bas a prexg dr scxial class, workforce preparation, and social capital.
Educational attainment has been shown to be an important determinant of social capital and
strongly correlated with civic engagement in all forms, which may include founding charter
schools (Schnder, Teske, Marschall, Mintrom & Roch,997; Putnam, 1995).accounted for
the practical constraints charter schools maye fadien founding a school by nseang the
percentof vacant unitsin a given spee Previous research has identified vacancy rates
useful proxy for estimating the economic cost of entering the marketplace at a given location
because it accounts for both rented and ovaceupied units and can be measured at a high
spatial resolution, assigning specific values to census trdaitock group centroid points. Using
this method, Lubienski, Gulosino, and Weit£2010), for exampledemonstrated that charter
schools tenddto located in areas with higher vacancy rates and perceived lower entry costs in
Detroit and Washington D.Q. used the percent of students enrolled in private schotus
measure local competition levels under the assumption that new schools may avoid areas where
competition ishigh, and, finally, at various points in my analysis substitutedian incomeor
the sot-economic need index to provia® additional measu econome need and available
resources that was not dependent on multiple computational steps.

The manipulation and use of all variablaseach spatial analysis discussed in greater
detail in clapter 5 where findings are presented and tables and maps are provided to help with

understanding and interpretaticfis.

3t is important to note that information gained in each analysis was used to refine and narrow the list of
independent variables. For example, descriptive statistics and initial maps strongly suggested that the percent of
African American school agesidents, as well as SES need index scores and diversity index scores are most highly
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Accounting for DifferenceamongCharter Schools

It is important to note that this study faces several limitations. Principally, the
methodology employed does not permit the drawing of causal inferences to explain why charter
schools are located in specific spatial unitse inability to directly observe charter school
operators inner motivations in choosing school locations or attrdautsation to their perceived
behaviors presents substantial challenges in properly identifying factors that underlie charter
school supply. Conventional strategies for gathering data, such as interviews and surveys, are
prone to response bias and likely lohited use. An apt comparison to this dilemma is the
challenge researchersdé face in i1 dentifying th
Surveys of parentsd values and schooling pre
demand for deool quality (e.g. high standards and achievement outcomes, safe environments,
good teachers), however, observations of choice behaviors suggest that parents are also sensitive
to peer group composition and may avoid schools with large numbers ahdowe and
minority students (Schneider & Buckley, 20d2)Further, concerns about race and class are
entangled with common definitions for higlerforming schools, leading to far more complex
relationships than can easily be teased out in questionnairesx&uople, Glazerman (1997)
produced evidence that although parentso6é tenct
responsiveness to racial characteristics increases as children became more isolated and identified

with smaller minority groups. Givemat decisiormaking in charter schools is similarly tieg

correlated with charter school locations. For these reasons, maps of charter school locations in the Camden, Newark,
and Trenton metropolitan areas presented in subseghapters focus on these three variables.

“For further reading on parentsd reported motivations
Greene, Howell, and Peterson (1998); Kleitz, Weiher, Tedin and Matland (2000); SchneideraNjareske and

Roch (1998); and Vanour ek, Manno, Finn and Bierlein (1
choosing schools see Fossey (1994); Glazerman (1997); Henig (1990); and Weiher and Tedin (2002).
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in issues of race and class and sensitive to state oversight, it is expected that school operators will
also struggle to accurately evaluate and communicate their behaviors.

To better understandharter school behaviors and attribute findings to hypotheses
advanced in this dissertation, | used ESDA techniques to examine charter school locations across
school type | added to the New Jersey school attribute table containing educational and
demograph ¢ i nf or mati on on individual schools dumr
external affiliations or partnerships and educational programs. To identify different charter
school types, I reviewed har t er school s06 an-@%uaad200¥1@ scloolt s f r «
years, publiclyavailable on the NJDOE website, and coded their resporsesAppendidC).

Previous research suggests that the partnerships charter schools forge with management
organizations, philanthropic foundations, commuib&ged orgnizations, etc. are useful
indicators of their level of market savvy. Differences in charter schools educational programs
have also been shown to influence student enrollments, organizational structures, and general
behavior within the marketplag@usbraks, Barrett, & Daniel 2005; Rofeg& Stulberg, 2004).
Examining diversity among charter schools provides researchers with touch points for
understanding how charter schools with markedly different purposes seek out and engage
consumers. | exploited thes#fdrences to gain further insight into the role positioning strategies
play in determining charter school locations. These methods are discussed in greater detail in
chapter 6.

It should also be noted that the data used in this dissertatidrawsn fromthe 2000
Census and other sources covering broad geographic areas and serving as proxies for more
nuanced patterns characterizing spatial relationships and social interactions. Ward and

ObLoughlin (2002) noted t ha tthe snpouahce edscoumting s pat i
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for fidptHe aumicried cultures and histories that define economic and political life within
geographic space. While this study represents a step forward in identifyingesociomic
factors that may influence charter schoatdtions, it is unable to account for the full set of
circumstaces that likely inform decisiemaking in each school and community. Potential
responses to school performance, for example, are left unexamined. Data on student achievement
and other educatmal outcomes is not readily available at the neighborhood or block group level.
To address this limitation and control for variations in school performance, charter schools were
specifically examined in school districts classified as-pmt#forming (i.e. Abott districts), but

this solution is imperfect. Other factors that may influence charter school locational decisions
and remained unexamined were variationsstate and local policies (Wohlstetter & Smith,
2010), political associations (Henig & MacDodaR002; Renzulli, 2006), missia@rientation,
(LacirenePaquet, Holyoke, Moser & Henig, 2002) and organizational structure (Lubienski &
Gulosino, 2007). Finally, the methods used in this study d@ocount for natural (e.g. rivers,
lakes, mountains) analrtificial (e.g. highways, public transportation routes, bridges) structures
that bar as well adfacilitate population flows. Charter schools are assumed to be uniformly
influenced by all residents within a given spatial unit. Exposure rates to diffameditions are

ignored.

Conclusion

The spatial analyses described in this chapter examine the literal positioning of New
Jersey charter schools and potential associations with demographic, educational and economic
variables describing surrounding comnties. Additional analysesereconducted to clarify the

purpose of this research aedplore the underlying motivations driving charter school supply
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(i.e. Do charter schools use positioning strategies to gain competitive advantages?), athevell as
potertial impact of school locations on educational equity (i.e. Do charter school locations
increase racial/ethnic sorting?)

Given that the focus of my analysis is on comparing New Jersey charter schools to their
immediate policy context,expect there todlimitations ingeneraliing findingsto other states.

The factors that make New Jersey a good place to isolate and analyze charter school &dehaviors
small and diverse school districts, a diverse student population, and a rigorous charter school
accountabity structuré® vary widely across state§his study is guided by the notion that
attempts to describe charter schools as uniform entities that have the same impact across widely
diverse policy contexts or even within the same context given variationshoolsmission,
structure, and practices are misguided. Efforts aimed at improving understanding of charter
school reform may benefit from focusing more attention on divergences in expected behavior
and acknowledging that markets, by their nature, fostevem spaces of choice and competition
(Taylor, 2009).

Acknowledging differences across settings and school types, however, does not preclude
researchers from identifying patterns that can be used to anticipate charter school bek&viors.
discussed in chape r 2, Mi chael Porter 6s idflueacesooriedersmo d e |
that may be used to pinpoint firm locations: consumer demand, factor conditions, competition
levels, and market structure, including the presence of supporting indu&istshishing
baselines for each lever and anticipating changes across settings can provide useful information
in predicting outcomedespite rapid growth, charter schools are disproportionately located in
large urban school districts and in many ways are fsthdo larger reform efforts aimed at

improving school performance in these areas (Ritter, Jensen, Kisida & McGee, [20%03.
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study, the presence of Abbott districts provides a window into charter school behaviors in large
urban districts with sizeablew-income and minority populations that have become hotbeds for
reform. Not coincidently, this is where a large proportionNbe w J e aharter ysdh@olare
located.While it is certainlyfair to say that theresence of Abbott districts and their rahe
shaping educational reform are unique to New Jetesgons learned about how charter schools
choose to function inthe Camden, Newark, and Trenton metropolitan areaay provide
important insights regarding potential behaviorsother urban areas other states serving
similar populations.The use of micrdevel data (e.g. census tracts, block groups) not only
providesfurtherinsight into the behavior of a particular set of schools in New Jersey, but may
also help explain how individual actomsay respond to a universal set of indicators that define
social normsEducation remains a highly localized affair. School leaders, educators and parents
are all responsive to local perceptions of school performance, peer composition, educational
resources, ool safety, etc. Despite the eagerness of many policymakers to identify universal
trends in charter schools across broad swaths of territory, the importance of understanding
charter schools immediate neighborhoodteats should not be understatethe methods used

in this study make severatditionalcontributions to the charter school literature. First, GIS and
spatial analysis has been underutilized in educational research. Mapping point data (e.g. charter
schools)within contextual data may uncov@atterns that may remain hidden to traditional
statistical approaches (Lubienski & Gulosino, 2007). Second, the spatial units containing charter
schoolsandadj acent units are examined simultaneous
potential diffuson of ideas, resources and students across communities are strengths of spatial
analyses.The use of spatial lags should help advance understanding of statistical models

examining charter school effeciBhird, point and contextual data are examined a&crosltiple
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spatial scales, acknowledging that factors prompting charter schools to locate in particular school
districts may be substantially different than factors prompting charter schools to locate in

particular neighborhoods within those school disdric
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Chapter 4: Charter School Locations and Racial/Ethnic Sorting at

Varying Spatial Scales

In this chapter] use exploratory spatial data analysis (ESDALenpare New Jersey
charter school enrollments to the school age population in their surnguadeasPrevious
research suggests that charter schdé@guently lead tancrease student sorting, but their
segregative effect varies across settings and spatial séaW& i t e is fa tonogrh th dome
places, while minority students selectingpimacially isolated schools is a prevalent phenomenon
in other locations Segregations not simply the result of privileged families avoiding less
desirable schools, but rathersults from more complex relationships among population sub
groups withcompeting sets of values and schooling prefereiffmsfurther reading see: Booker,
Zimmer & Buddin, 2005; BiFulco & Ladd, 2007; Crowder & South, 2008; Fairlie & Resch,
2002; Henig, 1996; Lankford, Lee, & Wyckoff, 1995; Lankford & Wyckoff, 1999 Rofes &
Stulbeg, 2004; Saporito, 2003; Weiher & Tedin, 200Bdr thesereasos, | examinedracial
sorting in New Jersey charter schowmistwo directions| compared percentages of both white
and nonwhite studentsn charter schools to the demographic characterisfitiseir surrounding
areas athree geographic scaléthe school district, census tract, and census block gtoup
determine whetherstudent enrollments reflect the racial composition of surrounding
neighborhoods and larger catchmezdnes Examining the sociceconomic contexts that
surround schools anshapestudentenroliment decisions, especially at the local level where
familiesd ¢ hoimadess necessary pundersianding |ofy the appropriate role
market forces may play in supporting thecial diversity and social cohesion goals of public

education (Levin, 1999)
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Research into racial segregation

Despite an extensive literature devoted to measuring the degree of racial segregation in
schools, there is little consensus on technical appesato this issue. Previous studies have
appliedvariousracial classificationscategoriesand measures of segregatimnd integration to
analyzestudent interactionsSerious prior data limitations and confounding factors associated
with racial/ethnic sparation $eeSchelling, 1971) have leftnresolvedjuestions of how families
and schools respond to racial differences across commuipt@gding little insight into the
potential impact of school choice plans.

Clotfelter (2001) examined changesilie racial composition of urban public schools and
school districts in 238 metropolitan areas from 1987 to 1996. Using an exposure index to
describe the percentage of Rehite students attending school with the average white student,
he measured enrollmerhanges associated with the departure of white students. A crucial
assumption in this study was that the desirability of exiting or avoiding a given urban school
district depends on the existence of alternative public school districts with lower pgeseafa
nontwhite students, as well as the extent of differences in racial compositions and the distance
between districts. Clotfelter found evidence of a "tipping point," a threshold exposure rate of 25
35% nonwhite students, beyond which white departuaed avoidance accelerated. Similarly,
Renzulli and Evans (2005) reported that schools and school districts with African American
enrollments over 30% experienced a greater loss of white students than those below 30%.

Earlier studies, such as Giles (19@30 investigated the relationship between percent
African American enrollment and white enrollment change. Examining 60 districts and

approximately 1,600 schools in Southern standard metropolitan statistical areas, Giles found
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schools located in school dfiicts with higher percentages of African American students
experienced greater percentage declines in white enrollment than school districts with lower
percentages, as well as an exponential increase in white withdrawal when African American
enrollmentsrose above 280%. Thesestudies of racial/ethnic sorting in schools have raised
concerns among policymakers tim&w schooing optionsmay prompt families, especially white
families, to move to more segregated schddlsey perceived choice leading toegter diversity
and more instability in their own communities

Yet, while evidence of white flight supports a logic that may be traced back to initial
efforts to desegregate schools, the broad range of methods used in studies of school segregation
have kft findings open to debafe.Farley, Richards, and Wurdock (1980), for example,
demonstrated that different approaches to studying student sorting can produce very different
conclusions. The authors analyzed changes in white enroliments in large urbahdstricts
from 19671 9 7 6 . Statistical model s comparing fAdiff
grouped by whether or not they had implemented formal desegregation plans showed no
differences in white enrollment losses over time. In contraststitat models using "fixed
effectso to isolate within district changes a
most severe in years that desegregation plans were introduced. Galster (1990) similarly
demonstrated the importance of accogtfor local context in studying school segregation by
demonstrating that tipping points for white flight vary according to whether a given
neighborhood is predominately white or minority and the attitudes local whites hold toward
racial integration. In mjority-minority neighborhoods, he found that tipping points may vary

from 53% to 98% based on the acceptance of desegregation among whites.

“> For evidence of white flighfrom minorities or African Americans specifically see Conlon and Kimenyi (1991),
Fairlie and Resch (2002) and Lankford, Lee, and Wyckoff (1997). For evidence contesting the notion of white flight
see Buddin, Cordes, and Kirby (1998), Figlio and Ston8q),%nd Lankford and Wyckoff (1992).
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Studies of racial/ethnic segregation in charter schools have tended to focus less on
shifting trends in student esllments and more on comparisons to traditional public schools.
Frankenberg and Lee (2003), for example, created indices to document largestaithin
differences between charter schools and traditional public schools. Aggregatinglsehbdata
to the state level, they explored the percentage of students of each race in attendance at
predominately minority schools (greater than 50% of the student body i&/mt®), intensely
segregated minority schools A00% minority), and intensely segregated t@rschools (90
100% white). They determined that overiad | bl
well as intensely segregated minority charter scliabla rate nearly twice their share of the
public school population (Frankenbergand Le€® 20, p. 36) . 0

Il ncluded i n Fr ankenb3b5yagalysiswds slate velsnfo(matord 3 ,
on 16 states with at least 5,000 charter school students, including New “3eFseyauthors
determined that the typical African American charter schaalent in New Jersey attended a
school that was 83% African American (compared to 52% African American in traditional
public schools) and only 5% whité.A striking 87% of African Americans attended charter
schools that were 9D00% minority. These findi|y ar e consi stent wi t h
evaluation of its charter school program. In 2001, a state sponsored evalwdiicn notably
did not include all charter schools currently in operation, found that charter schools over
represented African Americatuslents (68%) compared to their districts of residence (50%) and

underrepresent white, Hispanic and Asian students (KPMG, 2001). Charter schools were also

“® The 16 states examined were Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Wisconsin.

"It is impartant to note that white students attending charter schools are more likely to be exposed to African
American students than those attending traditional public schools. The typical white charter school student attends a
school that is 33% African Americaa Substantially lower proportion than in the entire charter school student
population) compared to 8% in traditional public schools.
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found to enroll fewer free and reduced lunch (63%) and special education (7.7%) students than
their districts of residence (70% and 15.6%).

The tendency of New Jersey charter schools to enroll substantially different student
populations than found in traditional public schools points toward the conclusion that expanded
choice has led to greater studesatrting. Charter schoolappearto disproportionately serve
African American students, a group frequently associated with academic and economic
disadvantage. However, available findings are far from conclusive and do not account for local
contexts, includig distinguishing between Abbott districts and other school communitges. A
noted in Chapter 2, aggregate findings often fail to account for the specific populations charter
schools aim to serve andhile researchers have been quick to acknowledge mdtgcal
shortcomingsthe difficulty in accurately describing neighborhood effects through traditional
research techniques means that the charter school literature has struggled to advance

understanding beyond sedhforced limitations.

Findings: Racial/ethnic sorting in charter schools

ESDA provides a promising strategyor addressing the incoherence that tends to
overwhelmdiscussions of student segregationschools Spatial data mining and dynamic
mapping allow researchers to examine relationshipsngm@riables when it is difficult to
identify confounding factors or modspatial interactions. A number of studies have emerged in
the social sciences that use GIS to better understand racial sorting. Orfield (2002) used spatial
analysis for exampleto show that schools and communities become increasingly segregated as

low-income and minority families move from central cities to surrounding suburbs.
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In this chapter| usedESDA techniques to better understand the potential impact of New
J er s ey oschoa pragram en racial/ethnic segregatibnawing on data fronthe New
Jersey school attributes tabfiescribed in chapter, 3 produceddescriptive statistics and two
series of mapsThe first series describes the percentage of African Amerscéiod age
residentgesiding in the school districts, census tracts and block groups where charter schools are
located.These maps test the assumption that racial/ethnic sorting in charter schools varies across
local contexts and spatial scal@fie second ses directly compars the proportion of African
Americansenrolled in charter schools to the African American school age populdhanh
resides aeach geographic scal€he maps organize school districts, census tracts, block groups,
as well as charterchools into three broad categories: racially isolateajority (African
American school age residents < 20%gially isolatedminority (African American school age
residents > 80%)and racially divers¢ 20 % O Afri can American schoo
These measures are not arbitraloyt rather reflect previous research examining racial/ethnic
segregation in school#ly measure of racially diverse areas, for examilentifiesa middle
band in the population wheréha departure of white families fmo school districts and
neighborhoods appears to accelex@ateethe percentage of minority families rises above 20%
(Clotfelter, 2001; Orfield, 2002; Renzulli & Evans, 200blis secongeriesof maps allovs me
to assess whether charter schools refleeir teurrounding neighborhoods and how they may
respond t@re-existing patterns of student segregation.

Maps 4.1 to 4.1 show AfricarAmericans as a percent of the school age populatiah in

districts and block groupsontainingcharter school$® Maps 4.1 to 4.6 feature Abhtodistricts

“8 For the sake of clarity, the maps presented in this chapter do not contain information on census tracts. Census
tracts vere included in this analysis as discussed in the methods section and all tables contain information on census
tracts. The reason they are not included in the maps is that findings for census tracts matched those for block groups,
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and Maps 4.7 to 4.11 featunmn-Abbott districts.The school district boundaries enclose census
block groups that contain at least one charter school, highlighting population trends at different
spatial scalesThe mas display substantial diversity in the neighborhoods supporting charter
schools. In Abbott districts, such as Camden, Newalainfieldand Trenton, where substantial
proportions of African Americans are found, the percentage of African American stuidents
block groups containing charter schools ranges from less than 20% to more than 80%. Two
interesting trends, however, do emerge. First, charter school neighborhoods near district centers
tend to overrepresent African American students, while chartdrost neighborhoods near
district boundaries tend to undespresent African American students. Second, it appears that the
greater the percentage of African American school age residents in a given district the more
likely it is that charter school neightimods overrepresent this population.

In nonAbbott districts, findings are more consistent and, almost uniformly, fewer than
20% of school age residents are African American in surrounding block groups or districts. The
seemingaffect of race on the eablishment of charter school neighborhoods is also useful in
considering potentially amalous findings. @arter school neighborhoods in Hobokeor
example,do not appear to match findings from other Abbott districts, but given that African
Americans mke up fewer than 20% of school age residamtkis district, suctiindings are not
unexpected and mirraeesults from more comparable nébbott districts. Likewise, Atlantic
Cityds school age popul ation i s niead beisg mi | ar
classified in this manner. Not surprisingly, charter school neighborhoods in Atlantic City mirror

findings from Abbott districts.

although they were not axtreme, and including additional maps and additional layers within maps introduced a
level of complexity that seemed unnecessary and potentially confusing.
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Map 4.7-4.11 Percent African Americans in Non-Abbott Districts
and Block Groups Containing Charter Schools
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Overall, Mas 4.1 to 4.11 indicate that the proportion of Africadmericans within the
population fromwhich charter schools may draw students is expressed differently when
examining school districtersuscensus block group level data. Furthsithin the same school
district, the percentage of African American school age residents varies widely acmss th
relatively smaHsized census block groupBhe same school district may support charter schools
in neighborhoods that are diverse and aisoneighborhoods that are racially isolated,
demonstratinghe need to examine the racial/ethnic attributes oftehachools at a higher
spatial resolutiothan the school distrid¢vel to account for differences across local contexts
Table 4.1compares the racial/ethnic attributes of charter schools to the racial/ethnic
mixes of the school age population acrepatial units(e.g. school distrigtcensus tract, and
census block groypAggregate data reveals that despite accounting for a substantial proportion
of charter school enrollments African Americans are not heavily clustered in the areas
immediately surranding charter schoolsAfrican Americans account for nearly tvibirds
(62.9%) of all observed charter school students compared to less than half of school age residents
at the school district (45.0%), census tract (45.1%), and block group (46.3%) ldw¢plsnic
and white students appear to be uagdgresented in New Jersey charter schools. While similar
percentages of Hispanics attend charter schools (21.8%) as resigednndingcensus tracts
(21.0%) and block groups (26.4%heyaccount for a muthigher percentage of the total school

district (35.5%) population.Observed differences are even greater for white students.



Table 4.1 Racial/Ethnic Make-Up of NJ Charter Schools and Surrounding Geographic Units

Block groups Census tracts School districts Charter schools
All schools n Black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI
Block group
attribute 79 046 022 026 024 045 021 028 047 045 015 0.36 033 063 011 022 0.52
African American
< 20% 28 008 052 031 040 011 050 030 036 025 033 037 042 035 0.27 031 0.32
20% O Af |
American 31 053 007 035 030 049 007 038 029 053 005 039 028 0.72 0.03 028 0.54
African American
> 80% 20 0.89 0.02 0.07 061 087 0.02 0.09 070 064 0.05 027 035 0.94 0.00 0.06 0.85
Table 4.2 Racial/Ethnic Make-Up of NJ Charter Schools and Surrounding Geographic Units in Abbott Districts

Block groups Census tracts School districts Charter schools
Abbott , : : . . : . :
L. n Black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI black white Hisp HHI
Districts
Block group
attribute 62 053 011 031 041 051 0211 032 039 054 006 037 032 071 0.04 0.22 0.57
African American
< 20% 15 010 028 049 025 0214 038 041 028 039 009 046 023 040 0.12 0.43 0.38
20% O Af |
American 29 054 007 035 031 049 007 039 030 053 005 039 029 074 003 021 0.56
African American
> 80% 17 091 001 006 061 090 0.01 0.07 075 068 005 025 047 094 0.00 0.06 0.8

"The column header HHI identifiesveirsity index scores. HHI stands for Herfindétitshman Index.

.8
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A lower mean percentage of white studergsfound in charter schools (11.3%) than in
surrounding school districts (15.1%gnsus tracts (21.0%), and block groups (21.6%). In direct
contras to reported discrepancies in African American enrollments and residential locations,
white students appear to be disproportionately present in the areas immediately surrounding
charter schools, despite attending these schools in lesser numbers. Geeetrehds, diversity

index scores (using the same formdé&scribed in chapter) 3how that in the aggregate charter
schools are more racially isolated than their surrounding areas, which tend to be fairly ttiverse.

is worth noting, however, that | fourmbth school districts and block grouf<. the largest and
smallest spatial scalet be more diverse then census tracts, whely arguably represent more
accuratestudent catchment zonesthe local education marketplace (see Tablg.

Examining charter schools by local context enhances understanding of their potential
segregative effeci total of 28 out of 79 (35.0%) schools are located in neighborhoods where
less than 20% oéchool ageresidents are African American. A higher mean percentdge
African American students are shown to attend these charter schools (35.1%) than reside in
school districts (25.2%), census tracts (10.9%) and block groups (7.8%). White students are
again shown to be undegpresented in charter schools. Despite thetfat whites account for a
majority of school age residents in the block groups (51.9%) and census tracts (50.2%) where
these schools a located, and nearly a third of all district residents (32.6%), they make up a little
more than a quarter of chartehsol students (27.4%). Findings for Hispanics are mixed. The
mean percentage of Hispanics attending these charter schools (30.6%) mirrors percentages of
school age residents in surrounding block groups (30.8%) and census tracts (30.1%) although
these schde do appear to slightly undeepresent Hispanic students when compared to their

host school district (36.5%). Finally, it is important to note that although these schools are
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located in neighborhoods with few African American residents they should nesseily be
seen as racially isolated. They have lower diversity index scores (i.e. are more diverse) than
block groups, census tracts, and school districts in these same areas and, in fact, enroll similar
mean percentages of African American, whited Blispanic students (ranging fro85.1% and
27.4%) thoughthese students amot necessarily in the same schools.

Thirty-one out of 79 (39.2%) charter schools are located in neighborhoods where African
Americans account for between 20% and 80%abiool ageesidentaandwhite flight is thought
to accelerate. Again, charter schools are shown to enroll significant proportions of African
Americans. The mean percentage of African Americans in charter schools (72.0%) is
substantially higher than in surroundinghsol districts (52.7%), census tracts (49.2%), and
block groups (53.3%). White students are almost-exstent in these charter schools (2.9%)
and account for very low percentages of school age residents at the school district (5.0%), census
tract (7.1%) and block group (7.1%) levels. Hispanics are also urefgesented in these charter
schools (21.9%) compared schooldistricts (38.8%) census tracts (38.2%), and block groups
(35.1%)in these same areas. Such trends produce substantial differetieesacial makeaip of
charter schools compared to surrounding areas. Mean diversity index scores indicate that these
schools are more racially isolated than the average charter school, despite the fact that they are
located in the most racially diverseobk groups, census tracts, and school districts examined in
this study.

Only 20 out of 79 charter schools (25.3%) are located in neighborhoods where African
Americans make up more than 80%sohool agaesidents. These schools enroll higher mean
percentges of African American students (94.0%) than reside in surrounding block groups

(89.4%) and census tracts (86.64%), although differences do not appear to be substantial. In
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contrast, large disparities are observed at the school district (64.7%) levid. sigents do not

appear to attend these schools (0.001%) or reside in surrounding block groups (1.5%) or census
tracts (1.6%). They also account for a small fraction of school age residents at the district (5.2%)
level. Diversity index scores suggest ttisghool districts containing these schools are fairly
diverse, even though charter schoolsd more im
be largely attributed to the distribution of Hispanic residents at the block group (6.6%) and
census trac{9.0%) levels versus the larger school district (26.6%) level. Hispanic students
account for only 5.5% of charter school students in these areas. As a result, African Americans
attending charter schools in these areas are shown to be racially isolated.

Table 42 presents additional information on the racial/ethnic attributes of charter schools
and surrounding geographic units specific to Abbott distficExamining this subset of charter
schools sheds light on whether unique trends, and potentially befamiay be attributed to
those schools located in more disadvantaged areas that are already racially isolated. Overall, few
differences are observed. Charter schools in Abbott districts are shown, on average, to continue
to overrepresent African Americanand underepresent whites and Hispanics when compared
to their surrounding areas. Given the large proportion of African American students in Abbott
districts and the extremely small number of whites some more nuanced relationships do emerge.
Charter schols located in block groups that are less than 20% African American stil over
represent African American students when compared to their immediate neighborhood, but
enrollments in charter schools (40.1%) are consistent with broader district norr%o)39

Similarly, white enrollments (11.6%) closely match white school age residents in school districts

“9 The vast majority of charter schools in block groups wiiefer i ¢ a n A m&0% otresidents @6 of 500

are located in Abbott districts. In contrast, charter schools located in block groups where African Americans account
for less than 20% of residents are evenly divided between Abbott antibtmtt distrcts. Thirteen of these schools

are located in Abbott districts and 16 are in#Adbott districts.
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(9%), although they are well below the percentages of whites in surrounding census tracts
(37.5%) and block groups (27.9%). Charter schools in neighborhedtsfewer African
American residents ultimately appear to be fairly diverse as scored on the diversity index, though
less diverse than surrounding geographic units. This is not true for charter schools in
neighborhoods where the percentage of African rae residents ranges from 20% to above
80% (e.g. racialhdiverse andacially-isolatedminority block groups). Trends describing these
schools tend to match larger trends observed for all charter schools, including that students in
these schools tend be racially isolated.

Maps 4.12 to 4.2 supplementthese findingsby examining charter schools at the
individual unit level, while accounting for the distribution of racial/ethnic-gtdups across
larger space®. In other words, charter school locaticasd enrollments are compared to both
their immediate andadjacent neighborhoods or block groups. The maps show that charter
schools tend to locate near, rath#ran within, neighborhoods sharing similar racial
characteristics. Nearly half (42%9f charter schools with student enrollments that are
predominately African American (> 80%Jjor example,are located in block groups best
described as racially diverseSimilar proportions(43%) of charter schools with student
enrollments that are racially diveraee located in block groups that are less than 20% African
American.These ptterns are mostvidentin Abbott districts. Mapgt.12 to 4.18show thatin
areas such as Camden, Jersey City, Plainfield, and Trenton charter schools appear to cluster

around orring predominately African American neighborhoods. In the Newark avb&h

0 Maps 4.12 to 4.23 examine charter schools at the block group level, because this is where racial/ethnic sorting
appears most severe. Maps comparing tbalraomposition of charter schools to their host school district were also
created, but they are not presented in this chapter because no information was uncovered that is not already evident
in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. When compared to their host distrigtterhschool enrollments on average tend to share

some similarities with district norms, but owgpresent African American students and usr@present Hispanics.

This effect becomes more extreme as the proportion of African American school age rasideases.
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includes the Newark, East Orange and Irvington school distactapre complex pattern is
observed. A majority of block groups in these districts congamater than 80% African
American school age residents andt surprisinglya substantial number of charter schools are
located inthese same areas, but close examination of Map 4.12 shows that charter school
locational patterns echo scattered pockets of diversity, espeaaltitiei northwest area of
Newark® Of course, deviations from observed patterns aresiisan In Hoboken and areas

of Jersey City and Patersovith the greater proportions of white school age residefisrter
schools appear tolocate some distance away from densely populated African American
neighborhoodsin nonAbbott districts featuredn Maps 4.19 to 4.2311 out of 12 charter
schools with African American enrollments below 20% are also located in neighborhoods with
very low percentages of African Aerican school age residents.

Overall, these maps help illustrate the apparent tendency among New Jersey charter
schools to locate in areas where they have access to adjacent educational markets and pull
students into presumably more desirable communiti@sdings indicate that despite broad
diversity in New Jersey charter school locations and enroliments, there appeardess be
difference in how they engage school age populations. Charter schools seem to offer alternative
schooling options to African Ammigan residents outside their immediate place of residence,
potentially increasing segregation and creating a divide between local schools and their

surrounding communities.

*1 The western extent of the Newark school district featured in Map 4.12 is the Newark Liberty International
Airport.
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Map 4.19-4.23 Percent African Americans in Non-Abbott District
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Discussion

Studies of charter school enrollments need to become moresxpand consider not
only the students that attend charter schools, but also the larger school age population from
which charter schools draw enrollments. Analyses limited to comparisons with traditional public
schools do not account for pexisting paterns of segregation that influence both charter school
supply and par einh snportastcassue onl this ccimapter asetlse . relevance of
geographic scales in examining patterns of racial/ethnic segregation in charter schools and their
surroundingareas.

Findingsindicate that racial/ethnic sorting in charter schools becomes more severe at the
block group level and that charter school locations and enrollments may be equally influenced by
their immediate neighborhooaind adjacent areas. For exaraplconsider thatharter schools
appear more likely to locate in block groups that underesent AfricarAmericans in school
districts where the percent of Africekmericans is 40% or below than in school districts where
the percent of AfricatAmericansis greater than 40%. This effect is partially a function of
differences in the racial composition of school districts, but also documents a particularly
dramatic pattern of neighborhood sorting when observed across the adjhabetitdistricts of
Hoboken,Jersey City, Newark and East Orange featured in #12pHoboken, a predominately
white school district, has charter schools clustered in predominately white block groups. In the
slightly more diverse school district of Jersey City, charter schools centm be frequently
found in block groups with greater percentages of white families, potentially offering an exit
from more diverse public schools, although locations are overall heterogeneous. In Newark,
where roughly half the population is Africamerican, a majority of charter schools are located

in block groups with higher percentages of African American students than the district average.
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Finally, in East Orange, a predominately Afriedmerican school district, charter schealre
located in a preduinately AfricarAmerican block group. Tdse findings suggest that in more
racially balanced school districts (e.g. Jersey City) charter schools may locate in whiter
neighborhoods. As AfricaAmericans begin to account for a greater percentage of studemts

school district (e.g. Newark), charter schools appear more likely to locate in neighborhoods with

higher percentages of African American students. Charter schools may exacerbate segregation

through locational decisions in areas where student sorgngadce/ethnicity is not already
pronounced.

A similar trend is observed within school districBlock groupsthat contain charter
schools and artocated at the center of school districts appear to have greater percentages of
African-American school age esidens than the district average, but block grogpsitaining
charter schooltocated near the edges of school districts appear to have smaller percentages of
African-American school age residemt Again, this finding may be indicative of the typical
distribution of racial groups within school districts, balso may have an important affect on
studentsegregatiorgiven theobserveddualtendency of charter schools to locate outside district
centersand overrepresent African American studeniche obsered locations oiNew Jersey
charter schoasldocumenedin this analysis fit descriptions of firms as rational actmeking to
gain strategic advantages and reduce mdoiséd competition by locating near, but not within,
areas of greatest dematfdt seans possible that charter schoaisy position themselves some
distance away from themost likelyand, presumably, most disadvantagedsumersn order to
skew enrollments toward more mobile andredesirable students

It is also important to note, hawer, thatalthough New Jerseyharter school locations

suggest ncreased student sorting when compared

2 High demand is defined here as neighborhoods with high proportions of African American school age residents.

t
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decisions defy typical explanations for increased segregation based on white Afigtdn
Americans tendo be oveirepresentedn charter schoolsicross allsettings and spatial scales
(seeTables 4.1 and 4)2In block groups where African Americans comprise less than 20% of
the school age population, they account for more tharttorceof all charter schal students. In
neighborhoods where African Americans account for more than 20% of school age residents,
they make up the overwhelming majority of charter school students. These outcomes appear to
be substantially influenced by the lack of participatiorciarter schools among other racial
groups, a finding that is particularly striking among Hispanics who account for between one
guarter and twdifths of school age residents across all spatial scales. The result is that charter
schools in areas with inasingly higher proportions of African American students demonstrate
rising levels of racial isolation that outpace neighborhood demographic characteristics. These
findings are substantiated in Maps 4.1 to 4.8.

Of course, these findings do not refute esshield aguments explaining how school
choice may increase student segregation. A numbethef factors may explain the absence of
white students in New Jersey charter schools, particularly in racially diverse areas where white
flight is expected to acoeldate, such athe widespread availability of private schooling options
the increasing popularity of other forms of public school choice,thedsmall size and close
proximity of New Jerseyds school.Raheswatthixt s, w
analysis makes clear is that New Jersey charter schools are not creating competition among
different racial/ethnic groups. Instead, they are providing African American families with
additional schooling options, which may or may not result intgraegroup competitionAs a
resul t, the role of charter schools in New J¢

and more heavily influenced by the #HApositior
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Frequently, charter schoolsegardles of their racial composition, are shown to locate near
predominately AfricaPAmerican neighborhoods, rather than within them. With remarkable
consistencycharter schools appeardtuster arounad r A r i n gAmericdah meighb@hoods
and families as edenced in Maps 4.9 to 4.16. The reason for this outcome may be a preference
among charter school operators to locate in areas adjacent to enthusiastic consumers (i.e.
African-American families) where they can maximize business opportunities, but avoid
Audnesirabl ed customer s.

A potential criticism othis analysis and the assumption ttiaérter schools are behaving
as rational actorss that the evidenceé have presentets exploratory in nature and limited to
examining thepure racial composition of Newersey charter schools and their surrounding
areas. Hid not investigate other soceconomic conditions, such as poverty, housing, income, or
crime and | @ not account for welestablished links between race/ethnicity and academic
achievement that mig influence charter schools decisions. Furth@nducing evidence of
positioning strategies among charter schools in response to locatesociomic factors or,
stated differently, vertical and horizontal product differentiation, in no way refutes angsim
that otherschool levelfactors may also shapeharter schookupply such asstate and local
politics (Henig & MacDonald, 2002; Renzulli, 2006), missionentation, (Lacirend’aquet,
Holyoke, Moser, & Henig, 2002) and organizational structure @nski & Gulosino, 2006)as
well as practical concerns, such as neighborhood safety and available space

Neverthelesany findingsintroduce new and valuable ways of comparing chartevash
to their surrounding area3.he overrepresentation of AfricarAmerican students in charter
schools raises new questions about the role race/ethnicity may play in determining charter school

supply. If we assume that charter schools are behaving rational detigi@rs, des this mean
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they havemisjudged the link beteen their locations and their ability to attract smomority
students? Or, if charter schodlse well-informed, are we forced to consider more complex
explanations of how charter schools strategically cultivate student enrollments through their
locatioral decisions? Might charter schools be highly sensitive to race/ethnicity insofar as it
serves as a proxy for consumer demand (at least in New Jersey), but fairly indifferent to the
race/ethnicity of the students they enroll? While this latter explanitigrerhaps, more socially
desirable, it certainly does not preclude charter schools from leading to increased racial/ethnic

segregation sorting across schools.

Conclusion

In this chapter, | added to the existing literature on charter schools and egredation
in three ways.First, ESDA was used to addressimitations found in previousresearch,
comparing charter schools tmth their immediateand adjacenheighborhood | presentech
standardized approadbr examining geographic units that are aotormal part of educational
governance structureallowing for small scale comparisoracrossmultiple local contextye.g.
racially isolatedmajority, racially isolatedminority, racially diverse). Findings could then be
scaled up to more comprehensileels of census geography better assess the impact of
reform Second, | demonstrated that racial segregation in charter schools iseves# within
censusblock groups or the neighborhoodsmmediately surrounding charter schools. Third,
found thatNew Jersey charter scho@ppear to increase racial segregati@spite locating in
racially diverse areadecause thetend tooverrepresent African American studentgvidence
t hat they Ar i cogtainingthe stugénts theyhace ondss liketo enroll suggests

the positioning strategiesiay be us¢o secure competitive advantages in high demand markets
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Chapter 5: A Spatial Analysis of New Jersey’ €harter School Supply

The general theory of charter school reform assumes that indiadoabls will seek out
areas of high demand and educational need where their services are most desired. In New Jersey,
this logically means locating in Abbott districtBrevious research has documented that low
sociceconomic status and ethnic heteroggnedére associated with levels of social
disorganization that undermine neighborhood structures and lead to undesirable schools
(Goldring, Cohervogel, Smrekar, & Taylor, 2006). Such locations often become hotbeds of
education reform, which may include theomotion of new schooling options designed to
i mprove | earning outcomes. New Jerseybds Abbo
phenomena. They formally identify areas of seeomnomic disadvantage throughout the state
and have been the focus of aich publicized effort to redistribute educational resources and
improve school performancnChapt er 2, however, I theori zed
decisions are likely more complex than frequently described. As rational actors, charter school
operators may benefit from seeking out niche markets that balance high consumer demand with
the potential negative effects of increased competition. In this chapter, | present three spatial
analyse®f increasing sophistication and rigor to examine Newelecharter school locations in
relation to key neighborhood attributes. By examining charter school locations in and around
Abbott districts, | hope to improve understanding of how local factors may shape charter school
supply in the very areas where trag expected to locate and assumed to be most beneficial.

In the sections below, expand on findings presented in chapter 4 in three wWays,
basic ESDA techniques aagainused to more fullyexploretrends in charter school locations.
Specifically, | present descriptivenformation on public, private and charter schools in non

Abbott and Abbott districtéor a broader range ofariables measuring market size, educational
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need, and racial diversity at the neighborhood or block group I&exiond, laddress the
potenti al i ssue of autocorrelation or Ainei gh
observed patterns, | test for whether charter ssrarad the neighborhood attributes common to

their locationstend to cluster in particular aredkhird, | conduct a logistic regressi@malysis

with spatial lags (i.evariables from adjacent neighborhoods) to estimate the extent to which

particular neighborhood attributes predict charter school locations.

Exploring local context

Map 5.1 displaysthe location and distribution of all public, private and previously
authorized charter schools in New Jersey. Charter schools are further differentiated as being
either open or closed. All school types are shown to cluster in and around urban areagevith la
populations and charter schools appear especially prominent near particular Abbott districts,

including: Camden, Jersey City, Newark, Paterson, Plainfield, Pleasantville, and Trenton.
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Table 5.1 documents trends describing public, private and clsatieol locations at the
block group levelPublic schoolspresumably distributed to serve all communitieoughout
the state, providéaseline estimasgfor economic and demographic tren&sivate schools are
assumed to benore market oriented tharther school typesindlocated in areas that match
enrollment needsThey are expected to display locational patterossistent withschools
seeking competitive advantages within educational mark@pen charter schools describe
successful charter opermatis. They are expected to occugpaces between the more extreme
valuesassociated with public and private schools. Closed charter schools present examples of
failed locational choicdn total, eight variables are presented, serving as proxies for nsez&et
educational need, and neighborhood diversity. Information is provided on the range, mean, and
standard deviation (SD) of each variallleends are presented in the aggregate, as well as for all
three school types in both Abbott and r8iobott distrids.

APerlelewage B0 roughly identifies the proport
are eligible to enroll i n school and therefo
neighborhood. Across New Jersey, the mean percentage of schoolldgendhi neighborhoods
containing public or private schools is roughly 26%. The mean score is slightly lower for open
charter schools at 24% and slightly higher for closed charter schools at 27%.-Ablmath
districts, a similar pattern is observed. Tgarcentage of school age residents is 25% for public
schools, 26% for private schools, 24% for open charter schools, and 28% for closed charter
schools. In Abbott districts, a slightly different trend is observed. Tweiglyt percent of
residents in blockroups containing public schools drelowagel8 compared to 26% of private
schools, 24% of open charter schools, and 25% of closed charter schools. This finding suggests

that schools with greater flexibility in choosing their location do not necessarily



Table 5.1 Neighborhood Characteristics Describing New Jersey's Public, Private and Charter Schools

?;Z%OI % 17 or under SES Need Index % African American % single households

All

districts n min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd

All schools 3019 0.000 0.592 0.256 0.07 0.000 2.610 0.549 052 0.000 1.000 0.135 0.24 0.000 0.862 0.144 0.14

Public 2233 0.004 0.559 0.256 0.06 0.026 2.610 0520 0.51 0.000 1.000 0.124 0.23 0.000 0.862 0.136 0.13

Private 668 0.000 052 0.258 0.08 0.000 2540 0531 0.48 0.000 0.991 0.125 0.22 0.000 0.819 0.140 0.13

Charter 119 0.032 0.494 0.247 0.09 0.091 2.546 1201 0.64 0.000 0.964 0.402 0.3 0.000 0.772 0.292 0.17
Open 90 0.032 0.494 0.240 010 0.129 2.546 1250 0.67 0.000 0.964 0.423 0.33 0.000 0.772 0.307 0.19
Closed 29 0.121 0.469 0.266 0.07 0.091 2.210 1.050 0.56 0.000 0.908 0.335 0.29 0.035 0.474 0.247 0.13

Abbott

districts n min. max. mean sd min. max. mean < min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd

Public 439 0.048 0.500 0.275 0.07 0.213 2.610 1.270 0.57 0.000 1.000 0.388 0.34 0.000 0.862 0.319 0.16

Private 138 0.000 0.477 0.263 0.09 0.129 2,536 1124 0.60 0.000 0.855 0.201 0.18 0.000 0.772 0.295 0.17

Charter 86 0.032 0.494 0.245 0.10 0.129 2.546 1.417 055 0.000 0.964 0484 0.30 0.022 0.772 0.339 0.15
Open 70 0.032 0.494 0.244 0.11 0.129 2546 1430 058 0.000 0.964 0.486 0.31 0.022 0.772 0.347 0.16
Closed 16 0.158 0.326 0.252 0.05 0.431 2.212 1358 0.43 0.098 0.908 0.472 0.27 0.110 0.474 0.306 0.10

Non-

Abbott

districts n min. max. mean sd min. max. mean s min. max. mean min. max. mean sd

Public 1794 0.003 0.559 0.252 0.06 0.026 2.330 0.336 0.26 0.000 0.969 0.059 0.12 0.000 0.634 0.092 0.08

Private 530 0.048 0.592 0.257 0.08 0.000 1.704 0.376 0.28 0.000 0.952 0.073 0.14 0.000 0.819 0.100 0.08

Charter 33 0.059 0.469 0.254 0.08 0.091 2.197 0.688 059 0.000 0.959 0.203 0.29 0.015 0.690 0.186 0.17
Open 21 0.059 0.339 0.235 0.07 0.167 2.197 0.699 0.67 0.000 0.959 0.227 0.32 0.015 0.6 0.192 0.20
Closed 13 0.121 0.469 0.283 0.09 0.091 1570 0.670 0.45 0.000 0.572 0.166 0.21 0.035 0.429 0.176 0.12

Source: Census 2000; New Jersey Department of Education, 2011
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Table 5.1 continued

School

Type % without HS diploma % unemployed % on public assistance Neighborhood diversity index

All

districts n min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd

All schools 3019 0.000 0.738 0.180 0.14 0.000 0.506 0.060 0.06 0.000 0.526 0.032 0.05 0.000 1.000 0.580 0.26

Public 2233 0.000 0.738 0.174 0.14 0.000 0.506 0.057 0.06 0.000 0.526 0.029 0.05 0.000 1.000 0.596 0.26

Private 668 0.000 0.696 0.175 0.13 0.000 0.448 0.060 0.06 0.000 0.364 0.031 0.05 0.000 1.000 0.553 0.27

Charter 119 0.000 0.696 0.313 0.16 0.000 0.471 0.115 0.08 0.000 0.355 0.079 0.08 0.000 0.912 0417 0.25
Open 90 0.000 0.696 0.320 0.16 0.000 0.471 0.119 0.09 0.000 0.297 0.080 0.07 0.000 0.912 0432 0.25
Closed 29 0.023 0.594 0.288 0.15 0.021 0.365 0.103 0.08 0.000 0.355 0.076 0.08 0.000 0.773 0.369 0.25

Abbott

districts n min. max. mean <d min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd

Public 439 0.047 0.738 0.360 0.14 0.000 0.506 0.120 0.08 0.000 0.526 0.086 0.08 0.000 1.000 0.441 0.26

Private 138 0.017 0.696 0.321 0.14 0.000 0.448 0.110 0.08 0.000 0.364 0.071 0.07 0.000 1.000 0.393 0.25

Charter 86 0.081 0.696 0.365 0.14 0.000 0.471 0.136 0.09 0.000 0.355 0.093 0.07 0.000 0.907 0.381 0.24
Open 70 0.304 0.919 0.634 0.14 0.000 0.471 0.136 0.09 0.000 0.297 0.095 0.07 0.000 0.907 0.390 0.24
Closed 16 0.190 0.594 0.359 0.12 0.021 0.365 0.135 0.09 0.000 0.355 0.086 0.08 0.000 0.773 0.340 0.23

Non-

Abbott

districts n min. max. mean s min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd

Public 1794 0.000 0.675 0.128 0.09 0.000 0.487 0.042 0.04 0.000 0.279 0.015 0.02 0.000 1.000 0.635 0.24

Private 530 0.000 0.621 0.137 0.10 0.000 0.413 0.047 0.04 0.000 0.195 0.020 0.03 0.027 1.000 0.593 0.26

Charter 33 0.023 0.443 0.190 0.11 0.000 0.155 0.060 0.04 0.000 0.250 0.049 0.07 0.033 0.912 0.530 0.26
Open 21 0.076 0.400 0.182 0.09 0.000 0.155 0.058 0.05 0.000 0.180 0.040 0.05 0.172 0.912 0.611 0.22
Closed 13 0.023 0.443 0.202 0.13 0.021 0.119 0.064 0.04 0.000 0.250 0.063 0.09 0.033 0.770 0.405 0.27

Source: Census 2000; Welersey Department of Education, 2011
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position themselves in the largest educational markets. In fact, across all settings open charter

schools appear to operate in neighborhoods wi

than public and privatschools.

The ffso@n aomi ¢ need i ndexo esti mat es t he

d e

group. The need index is constructed by summi

school age resident s -hwiatdhe dt e u fcerh oftresident® o fi p & |

without a high school di pl oma, 0o Apercent
assistance, 0 in a given block group. At t he
public schools, .531 for private schools, 1.257 for opeagrter schools, and 1.050 for closed
charter schools. In neAbbott districts, the mean need index score is .336 for public schools,
.376 for private schools, .699 for open charter schools, and .670 for those that have been closed.
The marked difference bgeen charter schools and other school types is not surprising given the
heavy clustering of chartercisools in and around lcsmcome urban areas. Open and closed
charter schools also have need indices with noticeably larger standard deviations wheadneasur
at the state level and for n@bbott districts than other school types, indicating the presence of
outliers or a very small number of charter schools that do not locate in more disadvantaged areas.
In Abbott districts, the relationship between publia grivate schools is reversed and private
schools are found in less disadvantaged areas. The mean need index score is 1.270 for public
schools and 1.124 for private schools. Charter schools continue to locate in more disadvantaged
communities however than both school types. The mean need index for open charter schools is
1.419 and for closed charter schools is 1.358.

Individual variables measuring racial and seeemnomic characteristics in block groups

demonstrate trends similar to the composite niedelx. Across all settings, differences in mean

u

I
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scores for public and private schools appearsubstantive. In contrast, charter schools show
substantially higher mean values for all five variables at the state level and -Abbott
districts. In Abbat districts, charter schools also demonstrate higher values across all five
variables, but differences are greatly reduced and range from only two to five percentage
points> The major exception to these observations is the percent of African Americatisges

in block groups. Public schools in Abbott districts are found, on average, to locate in block
groups where 39% of residents are African American compared to 20% for private schools, 48%
for open charter schools, and 47% for closed charter schools.

The finei ghborhood diversity index0 measures
groups at the block group level. The index, as explained in chapter 3, is basestandard
HirschmanHerfindah index and normalized so values range between O ancehtés values are
associated with increased racial isolation. At the state level, public schools are found to occupy
the most racially isolated block groups and charter schools the most diverse. The mean diversity
index score is .596 for public schools;35or private schools, .434 for open charter schools, and
.369 for closed charter schools. In sébbott districts, public schools again are located in the
most racially isolated neighborhoods, but open charter schools are found to locate in more
raciallyisolated neighborhoods than private schools. Closed charter schools continue to be found
in the most racially diverse locatignwhich suggests that although charter schools may be
attracted to more heterogenemasghborhoodsvith greater demand for scblochoice, they may
struggle to identify a stable clientele based on shared preferenitesnmostdiverse areasThe
mean diversity index score is .635 for public schools, .593 for private schools, .611 for open

charter schools, and .405 for closed @haschools. In Abbott districts, mean scores on the

3 The variableslescribed in Table 2 are measured on different scales and therefore not directly comparable.
Interpretations should not be made about the substantive impact of percentage point differences.
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diversity index are closer in value across school types, but follow the same pattern observed at
the state level. Public schools are located in the most racially isolated block groups with a mean
diversty index score of .441 followed by private schools with a score of .393, open charter
schools at .383, and closed charter schools at .340.

Tt ests of unequal v ar i-test)overe dorrdliceabto deteromiven  a s
whether differences in meanscrass various population groups achieved statistically
significance. Rsults are presented in Tables 5.2 through o4 all results presented, thest
school type listed serveas the reference group. Thus, positive mean differences indicate that the
reference group scored higher on measures of market size, educational need, or neighborhood
diversity. The opposite holds true for negative mean differences.

Table 5.2shows that at the state level, differences in means for public and private schools
are rot statistically significant across all variables listed with the notable exception of
neighborhood diversity. Public schools are found to locate in less diverse block groups than
private schools. In contrast, differences in means for charter schoolsuahd @nd private
schools achieve statistical significance for all variables with the exceptipercent of residents
below age 18Charter schools appear to locate in more disadvantaged and more diverse block
groups.

In nonAbbott districtsfeatured inTable 5.3 differences in means between public and
private schools achieve statistical significance for indices calculating-socitomic need and
neighborhood diversity. Public schools are found in more advantaged and less racially diverse
block groupghan private schools. Differences in means for charter schools and both public and
private schools also achieve statistical significance for the indices calculatingesociomic

need and neighborhood diversity. Charter schools are shown to be locaes disadvantaged
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Table 5.2 T-tests of Unequal Variance, State Totals

STATETOTALs  SoTeaen  fuiev fublev  friatw Crarero
Percent age 17 and t-score -1.11 1.38 1.73 -0.02
under df 935 127 154 52
mean difference 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00
p-value 0.267 0.169 0.086* 0.983
SES need index t-score -0.70 -10.70 -10.16 2.28
df 1161 129 144 58
mean difference -0.02 -0.66 -0.64 0.30
p-value 0.483 0.000” 0.000" 0.026°
Percent African- t-score -0.30 -9.11 -8.77 1.92
American df 1133 128 142 60
mean difference 0.00 -0.27 -0.27 0.12
p-value 0.762 0.000" 0.000" 0.060
Percent single-headed t-score -0.77 -9.17 -8.60 2.60
households df 1093 128 147 71
mean difference 0.00 -0.15 -0.16 0.08
p-value 0.439 0.000" 0.000" 0.011
Percent without a HS t-score -0.37 -8.91 -8.44 1.77
diploma df 1144 131 151 53
mean difference 0.00 -0.13 -0.13 0.06
p value 0.709 0.000™ 0.000" 0.083
Percent unemployed t-score -1.50 -7.16 -6.49 1.50
df 1105 127 142 59
mean difference 0.00 -0.06 -0.05 0.03
p value 0.134 0.000" 0.000" 0.138
% receiving public t score -0.70 -7.00 -6.66 0.69
assistance df 1179 127 138 48
mean difference 0.00 -0.05 -0.05 0.01
p value 0.485 0.000" 0.000" 0.496
Neighborhood diversity t score 3.22 7.58 5.63 1.80
index df 1077 135 172 53
mean difference 0.04 0.18 0.15 0.10

p value 0.001 0.000™ 0.000" 0.078
* significant at U = .1; ** oignificant at U = .05;



Table 5.3 T-Tests of Unequal Variance, Non-Abbott Districts
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NON-ABBOTT Comparison Public v. Public v. Private v. Charter open v.
DISTRICTS groups Private charter charter charter closed
Percent 17 and under t-score -1.591 1.030 1.358 0.089
df 715 37 39 21
mean difference -0.006 0.018 0.024 0.003
p-value 0.112 0.310 0.182 0.930
SES need index t-score -3.144 -2.992 -2.550 0.768
df 829 36 37 35
mean difference -0.042 -0.294 -0.252 0.147
p-value 0.002™ 0.005” 0.015° 0.448
Percent African- t-score -2.168 -2.896 -2.571 1.173
American df 798 36 37 34
mean difference -0.014 -0.135 -0.120 0.103
p-value 0.030° 0.006" 0.014 0.249
Percent single-headed t-score -1.966 -2.592 -2.300 0.731
households df 810 36 37 34
mean difference -0.008 -0.075 -0.067 0.040
p-value 0.050" 0.014 0.027" 0.470
Percent without a HS t-score -1.894 -2.106 -1.626 0.220
Diploma df 811 37 39 26
mean difference -0.009 -0.042 -0.033 0.009
p value 0.059 0.042 0.112 0.827
Percent Unemployed t-smore -3.052 -2.105 -1.241 0.572
df 821 37 41 34
mean difference -0.006 -0.015 -0.009 0.008
p value 0.002” 0.042" 0.222 0.571
Percent receiving t score -3.392 -2.533 -2.097 -0.559
public assistance df 702 36 37 23
mean difference -0.005 -0.028 -0.024 -0.014
p value 0.001" 0.016 0.043 0.582
Neighborhood diversity t score 2.915 3.119 2.308 2.926
index df 830 37 40 28
mean difference 0.037 0.151 0.114 0.265
p value 0.004” 0.004” 0.026° 0.007
* significant aamtt Gt= U E; .*0*%;si*gri fsiigni ficant at

Ce



Table 5.4 T-Tests of Unequal Variance, Abbott Districts
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ASBOTTDISTRICTS  COTPArEOn  Pubw  fubicw  Bivatev - Cuater ey
Percent 17 and under t-score 0.565 1.741 1.228 -0.516
df 213 81 119 53
mean difference 0.005 0.024 0.019 -0.01
p-value 0.573 0.085 0.222 0.608
SES need index t-score 1.969 -2.514 -3.52 0.47
df 228 92 142 28
mean difference 0.116 -0.188 -0.304 0.061
p-value 0.050" 0.014 0.001” 0.642
Percent African- t-score 1.55 -2.582 -3.317 0.093
American df 235 95 144 25
mean difference 0.050 -0.105 -0.155 0.008
p-value 0.123 0.011 0.001" 0.927
Percent single-headed t-score 0.907 -1.725 -2.096 1.218
households df 219 90 142 36
mean difference 0.015 -0.037 -0.052 0.039
p-value 0.366 0.088 0.038 0.231
Percent without a HS t-score 2.116 -0.886 -2.188 0.186
Diploma df 243 92 134 26
mean difference 0.03 -0.017 -0.047 0.006
p value 0.035° 0.378 0.030° 0.854
Percent Unemployed t-score 0.962 -1.797 -2.194 0.06
df 227 86 125 23
mean difference 0.007 -0.02 -0.027 0.001
p value 0.337 0.076 0.030° 0.953
Percent receiving public t score 1.919 -1.045 -2.22 0.313
assistance df 270 96 128 21
mean difference 0.013 -0.01 -0.023 0.007
p value 0.056 0.299 0.028 0.757
Neighborhood diversity  t score 1.484 1.378 0.1994 0.635
index df 247 96 139 22
mean difference 0.036 0.043 0.007 0.043
p value 0.139 0.171 0.842 0.532
* significant aamtt Gt= U E; .*0*%;si*gri fsiigni ficant at

Ce
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and more diverse neighborhoods than both public and private schools (with the exception that
open charter schools appear to be in block groups that are less diverse than private schools).
Differences in means bgéen open and closed charter schools are also statistical significant for
measures of neighborhood diversity. Closed charter schools are more likely to be found in more
diverse areas, which again speaks to the difficulty charter schools may have inglacdhe

most diverse areas.

In Abbott districts, findings are more mixed. Reporting results at the .01 and .05 levels,
statistically significant differences in means are observed between public and private schools on
the need index and for the percensmigleheaded households. Overall, public schools appear to
occupy block groups that are slightly more disadvantaged than private schools, but not across all
measures. Differences in means between charter schools and both public and private schools
achievestatistical significance on the need index and for the percent of residents who are African
American or do not have a high school diploma. There are also significant differences between
charter schools and public schools the percent of residents belage 18and who reside in
singleheaded households and between charter schools and private schools for the percent of
residents receiving public assistance. Charter schools are shown to occupy neighborhoods that
have more African American residents and mae disadvantaged than both public and private
schools although the exact nature of this disadvantage varies. No differences in means among

school types achieve statistical significance for measures of neighborhood diversity.
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New Jersey charter school clusters

It is important to note that comparisons of population means and tests for statistical
significance do not indicate whether observed differences are substtrdive, that schools are
viewed as serving different student sgdoups by potentiaconsumers While the findings
presented ifmable 5.1highlight dominant trends, they are only suggestive in nature and do not
fully account for how charter school sd may I
understand how neighborhood chardstars, district boundaries, and nearby competitors shape
charter school supply, | constructed a series of nigsaying the location of charter schools
and other school types at the state level and within select Abbott districts.

Map 5.2 displays the dcation of public, private and open and closed charter schools
across New Jersey. ABuff er s o aidistancesroig2s aradr e dr
7.5 miles>* Descriptive statistics have already shown that at the state level and-#bbott
districts charters schools are far more likely to occupy neighborhoods with greater social and
economic needs and more diverse populations than other school typeS.2\dapws that this
finding is the result of charter schools clustering in and arounobt#districts. Ninetytwo
percent of charter schools are located within 7.5 miles of Abbott districts and a substantial
number of those are found within the narrow 5 mile band established between the two buffer

distances.

¥ The distance of 2.5 miles was not arbitrarily ste. Ratherif represents thdistance producing the largest Z
scores when testing for evidence of autocorrelation between charter school locatiomeaswres of socio
economic status and rackhis finding led to the creation of buffers at a distance of 2.5 mildsan obvious pattern
emerged. The issue of autocorrelation is discussed later in this chapter.



Maps 5.2 New Jersey Charter School Clusters

Distance from
Abbott Districts

] Apbott districts
[ ]Lessthan25miles

[ ] ressthan7.5miles
[ ] Non-Abbott districts

Trenton Area

30 Miles

Paterson Area

Jersey City &
Newark Areas

N

*See table 5.1dr legend of school typde.g. public, private, and charter)
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Table 5.5 confirms that wia the vast majority of charter schools are located within
Abbott districts, the second highest concentration of schools is located between the distances of
2.5 and 7.5 miles from Abbott district centers. In fact, more charter schools are found to be
currently operating in this artificially created ring (11) than in all other potential sites in non
Abbott districts (10). This clustering effect appears particularly strong in areas surrounding more
isolated, suburban Abbott districts like Asbury Park, Butbng Neptune, New Brunswick, and
Pemberton that may not host many charter schools themselves. In contrast, almost no charter

schools encircle the large, urban areas of Camden, Jersey City and Newark.

Table 5.5 Proximity of Charter Schools to Abbott Districts

All Charter Open Charter Closed Charter
Schools Schools Schools
Abbott districts 85 69 16
< 2.5 miles 7 3
2.5 < 7.5 miles 17 11 6
> 7.5 miles 10 7 3
Total 119 90 29

Neighbor and neighborhood links

The data and maps presented above shoiMNiea Jersey charter schools are located in
more disadvantaged and diverse neighborhoods than other school types (e.g. public and private).
This phenomenon appears to result from their proximity to Abbott districts and is consistent with
assumptions thatharter schools will seekut areaswith more severe educationakeds and
greater consumer demand. What remains unclear is how charter sbabalgewithin these
markets. In other words, where are charter schools located relative to the specific student
populations theyare assumed to sef¥é\t more detailed levels of analysis will charter schools

be shown to behave in accordance with state trends and continue to seek out neighborhoods
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demonstrating the greatest need for new schooling options? Or, onoésipgp educational
markets have been identified, might charter schools begin to position themselves more
strategically, clustering in slightly more advantaged neighborhoods to increase competitive
advantages and pursue niche markets?

To answer these quisns | tested for spatiahutocorrelation among charter school
|l ocations wusing Moranodos | statistic at the bI
statistic can be used to test for spatial patterns (e.g. clustered, dispersed, randonglgectsg
and associated attributes, thereby accounting for neighbor or neighborhood effects. Tests for
significant clustering relied on the inverse distance among schools (i.e. schools in closer
proximity have a greater effect) at a distance threshold ohtlles (i.e. schools beyond this
distance were ignored). The distance of 2.5 miles was selected, because consistent with the
principles of ESDA it produced the maximumsgore among a series of tests with different
distance thresholds.

As Table 5.6 showstests for autocorrelation among charter schools that factor in the
need index scores of the block groups in which those schools are located show that in Jersey
City, Hoboken and Newark there is less than a 1% likelihood that clustering results fromm rando
chance. Findings do not show evidence of clustering in Camden or Trenton. The neighborhood
effects of race appear to be more pronounced and have a stronger association with charter school
locations. Tests for autocorrelation show that in Camden and Meware is less than 1%
likelihood the observed pattern of charter schools clustering in block groups with greater

percentages of African Americans results from random chance. The likelihood that patterns
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Table 5.6 Tests for Autocorrelation among Charter School Locations and Neighborhood
Attributes

SES Need Index

n dist. Moran's | Expected |  Variance Z score P value
Abbott charters 86 5.0m 0.535 -0.016 0.012 5.085 0.000"
Newark Area? 32  25m 0.226 -0.033 0.006 3.476 0.001™
Jersey City” 16 25m 0.269 -0.067 0.022 2.283 0.0
Camden 8 25m 0.062 -0.143 0.061 0.827 0.409
Trenton® 13 25m 0.246 -0.091 0.062 1.352 0.176

Percent African American

n dist. Moran's | Expected |  Variance Z score P value
Abbott charters 86 5.0m 0.64 -0.013 0.010 6.717 0.000"
Newark Area 32  25m 0.378 -0.033 0.006 5.509 0.000™
Jersey City 16 25m 0.281 -0.067 0.023 2.310 0.02”
Camden 8 25m 0.587 -0.143 0.070 2.768 0.0~
Trenton 13 25m 0.562 -0.091 0.068 2.504 0.012°

Neighborhood Diversity Index

n dist. Moran's | Expected |  Variance Z score P value
Abbott charters 86 50m 0.487 -0.012 0.010 5.126 0.000”
Newark Area 32 25m 0.263 -0.033 0.006 3.970 0.000”
Jersey City 16 2.5m 0.073 -0.067 0.024 0.904 0.366
Camden 8 25m 0.632 -0.143 0.087 2.623 0.00™
Trenton 13 25m 0.398 -0.091 0.067 1.887 0.059
'significant at U = .1; significant at U = .05;

®Newark includes East Orange and Irvington
PJersey Cityand Hoboken examined togette increase sample size

“Distance parameters led to inclusion of two charters irAfaivott districts (Hamilton & Ewing) in Trenton
sample
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observed in Jersey City, Hoboken and Trenton are random is less thah T&%ts for
autocorrelation that takénto account scores on the neighborhood diversity index are less
conclusive. While there is less than 1% likelihood that locations in more diverse block groups in
Camden and Newark result from random chance. In Trenton, the likelihood is above 5% (.0591),
perhaps do to the greater proportion of <chart
there is no evidence of clustering in or around diverse block groups in Jersey City and
Hoboken>®

It is important to note that tests for autocorrelatiomugi Mor andés | stati st
examining overarching spatial patterns observed across entire samples. The findadge 5.6
do not account for variations that may be observed within districts or metropolitan areas, a useful
step in determining fere clusters of charter schools are most likely to emerge. This limitation
may be addressed by wusing Local Mor anods | st
neighboring features are most similar at both high and low values as well as masntiffe
within a given sample. Neighbors with statistically significant similarities in values are deemed
clustered and neighbors with statistically significant differences are considered spatial outliers.
School locations may then be mapped against the bagkd these clusters and outliers to better
understand spatial patterns. The result is a series of maps that display patterns consistent with
previous examinations of charter schools locations, but based on statistical calculations rather

than the, hopefly, informed judgment of the researcher.

>° Similar to Camden and Newark, charter schaolersey City and Trenton also appear to circle neighborhoods
with greater percentages of African Americasidents. In contrast, Hoboken appears to have few African American
residents in its central core where charter schools are located

*¢ Findings in Jersey City and Hoboken may be the result of joining the two areas to achieve a larger sample.
Hoboken suppds only 4 charter schools. Visual evidence suggests that Jersey City charter schools tend to locate in
more diverse neighborhoods. Hoboken charter schools tend to locate in less diverse neighborhoods. Combing the
two districts may result in an overaltern that appears random.
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Maps 53 to 5.5show the location of charter schools in the Camden, Newark and Trenton
metropolitan areas in relation to statistically significant clusters and spatial outliers based on the
need index scores of inadual block groupsThese areas represent a purposive sample intended
to provide greater insight into the location and distribution of charter schools in Abbott districts.
The selected districts are large in size, broadly distributed throughout theastdtenroll a
significant proportion of the stateds school
students and 55% of New Jersey charter schools are located in the Abbott districts displayed in
these maps, which include: Camden, East Orange, Etizakloucester, Hoboken, Irvington,
Jersey City, Newark, Orange, Trenton, Union, and West New York (see Map 3.1).

Overall, a fairly even number of charter schools appear to be located both within clusters
sharing high values on the need index (i.e. msadyantaged) and in neighborhoods encircling
these same clusters. In a revealing pattern, however, charter schools in Newark appear to follow
a patchwork of less disadvantaged neighborhoods throughout the district. A similar pattern is
observed in Camdealthough almost the entire district is a cluster of high need neighborhoods,
which appears to have enveloped a number of school sites. In Trenton, charter schools appear to

demonstrate a clear ringing pattern as described on other maps although a oficbatyer
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Map 5.7 Newark Area

Maps 5.6-5.8 Cluster Analysis of Percent
African American using Local Moran's | statistic
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schools are in clusters of high need neighborhoods. Jersey City and Hoboken charter schools
appear to avoid locating in high need areas.

Stronger clustering, or more accurately, circling patterns are observed when examining
charter schol locations in relation to the percent of African American residents in block groups.
Maps 56 to 5.8show that in Camden 7 out of 8 charter schools circle clusters of predominately
African American neighborhoods. In Jersey City (80%) and Trenton (>Gffaijter schools are
also located outside such areas. In Newark, East Orange, and Irvington a majority of charter
schools are clustered within predominately African American neighborhoods. However, this
finding is largely due to high levels of racial isatet among African American residents in
these districts. There are very few neighborhoods that are not predominately African American.
Despite this finding, it is still notable that many charter schools in Newark, East Orange, and
Irvington appear to be ¢ated on the outskirts of predominately African American
neighborhoods or near district boundaries. Hoboken shows no evidence of clustering given the
relatively small proportions of African Americans in the district.

Maps 59 to 511 show the location otharter schools in relation to clusters of racially
diverse neighborhoods. Strong trends are not observed. Block groups in Camden, Hoboken,
Newark, and Trenton containing charter schools do not appear to be overly diverse or racially
isolated and generalgpeaking are not clustered in any observable pattern. The one exception is
Jersey City, which shows a clear pattern of charter schools locating in clusters of racially diverse
neighborhoods that circle predominately African American neighborhoods adsaHi spatial

outliers due to the degree they deviate from the attributes of other nearby neighborhoods.
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Logistic regression analysis with spatial lags

Logistic regression analysis was used to further examine trends in charter school
locations and mdict statistically significant associations with neighborhood attributes. A spatial
crossregressive model was used to control for influenciagtors across space. Table 5.7
displays descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variableslefdrdent
variable records whether one or more charter schools are located in a given New Jersey block
group. Block groups with fewer than 50 residents were removed from the dataset due to exclude
neighborhoods too volatile to accurately describe locahsolnitial analysis examined all New
Jersey block groups, accounting for all possible school locations. Charter schools were observed
in 100 distinct block groups where n = 6,443.

A secondary analysis examined charter schools in only those block gronigasned in
Abbott districts. Charter schools were observed in 69 block groups out of a total of"1,398.
Given that the overwhelming majority of charter schools are found in Abbott districts and that
measurements of neighborhood attributes describing gwwol environments likely occupy the
tail end of state distributions, this secondary analysis is an appropriate step for isolating and more
accurately identifying charter school locations. Further, Abbott district are formally designated
as underresouced areas with a history of poor school performance. Limiting analysis to block

groups within these districts serves as a control for differences in student achievement, a variable

" Two reasons explain differences in the number of previously identified open charter schools in New Jersey (see
Table 4.2) and the number of block groups observed to contain charter schools in this analysis. First, the dependent
variable measures whether one or more charter schools are present in a given neighborhood. Some block groups
were found to contain more than one charter school, resulting in a smaller nupbsredfeccharter schools. This
situation was infrequent andettefore did not justify the use of an ordinal logistic regression. Second, as noted in the
text above, block groups with fewer than 50 residents were excluded from this analysis. One charter school was
found to occupy such a block group.
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Table 5.7 Descriptive statistics for New Jersey block groups

New Jersey Abbott districts
Dependent variable pop. sample pop. sample
Charter school(s) in block group (Yes = 1, No = 0) 119 100 86 69
Local independent variables mean sd mean sd
% age 17 and under 24.43% 0.075  26.80% 0.086
% African American sabol age residents 13.59% 0.237  36.81% 0.341
% Hispanic school age residents 12.84% 0.182  23.03% 0.265
Race/Ethnicity diversity index 0.424 0.274 0.427 0.261
Socio-economic need index 0.562 0.332 0.858 0.370
% unemployed 6.17% 0.065 11.95% 0.084
% on public assistance 3.08% 0.051 8.23% 0.080
% without high school diploma 18.76% 0.14  35.25% 0.148
% singleheaded households 14.42% 0.139  30.42% 0.173
% with Bachelor's degree 28.37% 0.189  14.26% 0.137
% vacant units 5.71% 0.099 7.62% 0.075
Spatial lags mean sd mean sd
% African American school age residents,
adjacent block groups 12.51% 0.211  36.76% 0.314
Socic-economic need index,
adjacent block groups 0.423 0.290 0.862 0.290
% enrolled in private school,
adjacent block groups 18.91% 0.080 17.20% 0.098
Median income,
adjacent block groups $60,428 $22,829 $36,034 $10,777

Total New Jersey block groups: n = 6,443
Total Abbott district block groups: n = 1,398
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that is not available at the neighborhood 16¥elll neighborhmds in Abbott districts may be
viewed by charter school operators as-fpsvforming.

Independent variables of principal interest measured educational demand and need and
served as proxies for vertical and horizontal product differentiation. (For a diglarssion, see
chapter 3.) Specifically, logistic regression models included as variables the SES need index or
its individual components, the percent of African American school age residents separated from
the SES need index in all models to prevent tuwwounting, and the diversity need index.
Additional independent variables introduced to control for other factors thought to influence
charter school locations included: the percent of residents age 17 or younger in a given block
group to represent marksize and viability; the percent of Hispanic school age residents to more
fully represent the racial/ethnic composition of each neighborhood; the percent of residents with
Bachel ords degree to provide an addiaduring nal m
social capital, which findings presented below suggest may have a unique affect; and the percent
of vacant units to address practical limitations and measure available space fofrslctied!
activities.

Spatial lags were also introduced to aatofor potential charter school responses to
neighboring areas. They were created by averaging values for select attributes in adjacent block
groups (i.e. those sharing common borders). Spatial lags for the SES need index and percent of
African American shool age residents were created given the assumption that these factors have
a pervasive influence on charter school sé6 1| o

adjacent neighborhoods. In addition, a spatial lag was created to measure the qfdvtmeakt

%8It is importart to note that groupings of Abbott districts and ##sbott districts describe different spatial units

than thosalescribing thaneighborhood attributes used in this logistic regression analysis (i.e. school district versus
block group). More thorough metdts for controlling for differences across district types would be to use a fixed
effects or multilevel model that accounts for different levels in data (Gelman & Hill, 2007). These methods may be
used in future analyses, but are beyond the scope oflig s
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group residents enrolled in private school. The assumption here is that charter schools are likely
to seek market advantages by locating some distance away from areas of greatest caritpetition
is possible that charter schools negobenefit flom locating close enough to private schools to
attractchildren enrolled whose parents wish to save costs on tuiiignt should be noted that |
estimated models that included the percent of private schools in charter schools immediate block
groups andhis variable was found to be insignificarfinally, a spatial lag was also created for
median income level, which served as an alternative and, perhaps, cleaner measure of local
resources and economic need, requiring fewer computational steps thaio cesate a spatial

lag of the SES need index.

Not surprisingly, Table5.7 shows substantial differences in descriptive statistics
describing block groups in Abbott districts compared to all of New Jersey. Large differences are
observed among mean values the SES need index, the percent of African American school
age residents, and the percent vacant units. Notably, mean values do not differ substantially for
the diversity index or the percent of student enrolled in private school.

Table 5.8presentslogistic regression results estimating the likelihood that a charter
school is found in a given New Jersey block group. Model 1 estimates potential responses to
demand for new schooling options at varying levels of niqutedictsa 012 probability thata
charter school will locate in the typical New Jersey neighborhtbadl is, in a hypothetical block
group with measures for all variables matching their respective means. This small effect is to be
expected given the small number of charter schools i Mgsey compared to the total number
of block groups. Individual model predictors are all shown to be statistically significant at the

.01level with the exception of the percent of vacant units. Specificallypcaease
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Table 5.8 Logistic Regression Estimates of Neighborhood Effects on Charter School

Locations
Local independent variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Intercept -3.764" -3.786" -4.623" -3.991"
(0.336) (0.396) (0.527) (0.762)
% population O 17 -4.429" -4.7717 -4.866 -4.3217
(1.227) (1.354) (1.283) (1.317)
% African American 2.018" 2.031" 1.022 1.032
(0.405) (0.420) (0.872) (0.887)
% Hispanic 0.868 0.896
(0.773) (0.732)
Diversity index -1.301" -1.228" -1.190” -0.974
(0.406) (0.413) (0.436) (0.433)
Need index 1.509” 1.048 1.286"
(0.310) (0.493) (0.446)
% unemployed -0.149
(1.318)
% on public assistance 1.723
(1.687)
% singleheaded household 1.800"
(0.8%)
% without HS diploma 2.049"
(0.798)
% bachelor's degree 1.658 2.024
(0.859) (0.948)
% vacant units -0.984 -1.007 -1.516 -1.309
(1.265) (1.286) (1.360) (1.316)
Spatial Lags
% African American in adjacent block groups 1.467 1.470
(0.924) (0.881)
Need index, adjacent block groups 0.965
(0.632)
% private schools in adjacent block groups 3.559"
(1.257)
median income, adjacent block groups -0.000
(0.000)
-2 x LogLikelihood 907.986 906.064 893.334 883.555
N 6443 6443 6443 6443

sp.val ue Ovalole @apu®, O*p 10
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of 1 SD from the mean (24%) percentage of school age children reducepredected
probabilityof a charter school locating in a given block griyp004. Thisfinding runs counter

to assumptions #t charter schools will locate in areas where consumer demand is greatest.
Charter schools do appear to respond, however, to vertical and horizontal product differentiation
and seek out diverse neighborhoods withisk populations. An increase of 1 SD the SES

index raises theredicted probabilityf a charter school locating in a given block groupd24;.

an increase of 1 SD on the diversity index (i.e. greater racial isolation) reducesetieed
probabilityby 004 and al SDincreasdrom themean (13.5%) percentage of African American
school age residents increases ghabability by .008 Further, the effect for African Americans
appears to accelerate as their proportion grows. Increasing the percentage of African American
school age residesmby 2 Sx increaseghe predicted probabilityf finding a charter school by

an additional 12.>° Findings for these variables are consistent with common assumptions about
how charter schools respond to measures of educational need and student diversity.

Model 2 substitutes the SES need index for its individual components to examine their
isolated effects. The percent of residents without a high school diploma and the percent-of single
headed households are both found to be statistically significant &5thevel. Interestingly, one
may argue that these two variables are more strongly associated with social status than the other
components of the SES need index, which are not significantly associated with charter school
locations. A increaseof 1 SD from the mean (18.8%) percentage for residents with a high
schooldiploma increasethe predictedprobability by .003, andal SD increasefrom the mean

(14.4%) percentage of singteadechouseholds alsimcreases therobabilityby 003 All other

%9 The reported effect for percent school age African American residents on charter school locations led to analyses
estimating different representations of this variable, including a squared term, but they were found to be statistically
insignificantand are not reported here.
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variables ncluded inModel 2 are shown to have signs, coefficients, and predictive values
consistent wittiModel 1.

Models 3 and 4 introduce spatial lags, or variables describing attributes in adjacent block
groups. The introduct i onwntofaltetphreamssinteipremtionsfiob or e
some variables. For example, Model 4, which may be considered the more complete cross
regressive model, predicta ancreased042probability of a charter school locating in the typical
New Jersey neighborho88More importantly, the coefficient for percent of African American
school age residents in the charter school so
Instead, the spatial lag measuring the percent of African Americans in adjacent block igroup
significant at the .1 levelAn increaseof 1 SD fromthe mean (12.5%) is estimated to raise the
predicted probabilityf a charter schodbcatingin a given block group by015.Increasing the
percentage of African Americaschool age residents indjacent block groupdy 2 SDs
increases the probability by .03£&stimates for other variables describing educational demand
and need remain largely unchanged.

Model 4 includes additional variables controlling for other factors thought to influence
charte school locations. The coefficient for percent Hispanic is not statistically significant. The
percent of residents with a Bachel SDinkreasedegr e e
from the mean (28.4%) is associated with iacrease in th@redicted probability by .019Two
additional spatial lags also achieve statistical significance. The percentage of residents enrolled
in private schools is significant at the .01 level. Here, SDlncreasdrom the mean (18.9%) is

associated with a013 increase in the predicted probability. The average median income of

%0 The estimated probability of a charter schoolfimzain a given block groujs not an indicatin of model fit.
Variables foundo be statistially significantmayactuallypredict a reduced likelihood of finding a charsehool in

a givenblock group. Itis standard to usgevianceo describe model fit for logistic regression analyses. Deviance is
viewed as analogous to residual standard deviation in linear regression models and is defingteatogarithm

of the likelihood function (for further discussion see Gelman & Hill, 2007, p-1(0X).
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adjacent block groups is statistically significant at the .05 Jevet its effect appears non
substantive These findings match assumptions that charter schools are likely to locate in
neighborhoods with higher levels of social capital, outside neighborhoods that are more
competitive, and near neighborhoods that are resource poor and likely desire new schooling
options.

Table 5.9presents findings for logistic regression models estimahiadikelihood that a
charter school is found in a givé&bbott block group. Model 5 estimates potential responses to
demand for new schooling options at varying levels of n@éa predicted probability that
charter school will locate in the typical Abbaeighborhoods 039 This is & increase from the
estimate produced for all New Jersey block groups, but not surprising given the heavy
concentration of charter schools in Abbott districts and the smaller sample size. All variables
included inModel 5 a&e found to be statistically significant at the .01 level with the exception of
percent of vacant units. Estimated effects are generally the same as for all New Jersey block
groups.A 1 SDincrease from the mean (26.8%) percentage of school age resietfuieshe
predicted probability of a charter school locating in a gisébott block group by.014; a 1 SD
increasean the SESeedindex raises the probability by .0l&nda 1 SD increase in the diversity
index reduces the probability by .014. Thstiated dfect of a 1 SD increase from the mean
(36.8%) percentage of African American school age residents is notideaipy, raising the
predicted probability by .035. A 2 SD increase from the mean raises the predicted probability by

.098.
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Table 5.9 Logistic Regression Estimates of Neighborhood Effects on Charter School
Locations in Abbott Districts

Local independent variables Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Intercept -2.409” -2.368" -4.018" -3.856"
(0.407) (0.498) (0.849) (1.125)
%popd ation O 17 -5.535" -6.011" -5.394" -5.651"
(1.490) (1.677) (1.636) (1.642)
% African American 1.999” 2.012" 1.434 1.567
(0.536) (0.570) (1.189) (1.217)
% Hispanic 1.044 1.434
(1.070) (1.075)
Diversity index -1.824" -1.8217 -1.913” -1.837"
(0.631) (0.633) (0.640) (0.633)
Need index 0.900° 1.048 1.286°
(0.401) (0.493) (0.446)
% unemployed -0.175
(1.504)
% on public assistance 1.196
(1.868)
% singleheaded household 1.277
(1.102)
% without HS diploma 1.101
(0.990)
% bachelor's degree 2.618 2.294
(1.238) (1.320)
% vacant units -0.534 -0.632 -1.266 -0.747
(1.577) (1.616) (1.645) (1.620)
Spatial Lags
% African American in adjacent block groups 1.454 1.539
(1.018) (0.991)
need index, adjacent block groups 0.479
(0.738)
% private schools in adjacent block groups 3.969
(1.676)
median income, adjacent block groups -0.000
(0.000)
-2 X Log-Likelihood 515.631 515.059 507.745 502.550
N 1,398 1,398 1,398 1,398

p.val ue Ovalole @apu=z, O p 10
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Remaining model$eatured in Table 5.@urther describe factors that may predict charter
schools locations. Model 6 replaces the SES need index with its individual components. None of
these variablesra found to be statistically significant for Abbott districts, a marked difference
from their additive affect expressed through the SES need index. Model 7 and 8 introduce spatial
lags and additional control variables. Focusing on model 8, measures @t mankand, socio
economic needand student diversity are shown to produce effects similar to previous models
(although the SES need index is now statistically significant at the .05 level). Interestingly,
measures of the percent of African American schagé residents in both immediate and
adjacent block groups are not statistically significant, raising questions about the role
race/ethnicity may play in determining charter school locations in areas that are already heavily
minority.

Other factors thatgpear to influence charter school locations include: the spatial lag for
the percent of students enrolled in private school is statistically significant at the .05 level. A 1
SD increasefrom the mean (17.2%jdaisesthe predicted probability by .029The percent of
residents with a Bachel or 6 s SDéngreasgeomtheamesn gni f i

(14.3%) raises the predicted probability.bg23

Discussion

The above analyses generally show that New Jersey charter schools are attracted to area
of high demand and educational need. Descriptive statistics measuring neighborhood attributes
show that, on average, charter schools across the state and within b@thbotinand Abbott
districts are located in block groups with higher SES need inderes and with greater

percentages of African American school age residents than other school types (e.g. traditional



135

public and private). Charter schools also tend to be found in more racially diverse block groups
although differences in means did notiaek statistical significance within Abbott districts. By
principally locating in and around disadvantaged urban areas, charter schools are presumably
able to engage active educational marketplaces where there is strong support for improved
schooling optios.

While on the surface such findings support the basic assumptions of charter school
reform, evidence also hints at potentially more complex relationships between individual schools
and their surrounding neighborhoods than has been widely discussedxdfople, charter
schools are shown to locate in block groups with slightly lower percentages of school age
children than public and private schools. And, although differences in means among school types
were not statistically significant, it is notewortthat despite being disproportionately located in
dense urban settings New Jersey charter schools do not appear to seek out neighborhoods with
the greatest proportion of Anatur al consumer s
groups that are siultaneously more diversend have greater percentages of African American
residents than other school types. Of course, it is not unreasonable that increasing the proportion
of African American residents in a given neighborhood adds to its overall yadiedirsityi the
mean percentage for African Americans in block groups containing charter schools is below 50%
for all examined settingbut, given that many racially isolated neighborhoods can be found in
New Jersey where the percentage of African Amersemol age residents exceeds 80%, it
would appear that despite owapresenting African American families charter schools do not
primarily locate in neighborhoods they are most heavily clustered. Considering well established
links between race/ethnicitincome and school performance, this observation may have

important ramifications for the expectations we place on charter school reform. More pertinent to
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this study, the above trends indicate that charter schools may position themselves to reduce
compettion levels and the expected challenges of enrolling highly disadvantaged students.

To better understand these patterns describing charter school supply, three distinct spatial
analyses were conducted, which included series of maps documenting individrtal school
locations across the state and in select metropolitan areas (e.g. Camden, Newark, and Trenton).
The first spatial analysis used established ESDA techniques to compare charter schools to their
immediate neighborhoods surroundings. Second, Md@rs | and Local Mor ano s
used to test for autocorrelation among neighborhood attributes and charter school locations were
mapped against | ocal Tifhét®tareaspberessimiladtiesdr eftrernel d s |
differences in measude values describing adjacent neighborhoods achieved statistical
significance. Third, logistic regression analysis was used to identify significant associations
between charter school locations and neighborhood attributes and describe block groups that are
most likely to support new charter schools.

Analyses at the state level revealed that charter schools wAbtoott districts tend to
cluster around Abbott districts. Specifically, a high proportion of charters occupy a narrow band
circling Abbott districs at a distance of 2.5 to 7.5 miles. Residents of neighborhoods in this band
tend to be of lower socieconomic status and more diverse. It appears that charter schools in
nontAbbott districts charter schools tend to emerge in areas with greater educadieds. that
are presumably more receptive to expanded choice, but remain wary of the potential pitfalls of
locating too close to Abbott districts and their associated educational prolbiésnsotable that
the ringing patterns observed in RAbbott didricts are strongest in areas surrounding more

isolated, suburban Abbott districts like Asbury Park, Burlington, Neptune, New Brunswick
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where the problems associated with high need areas are viewed as smaller, more easily
contained, and, perhaps, les®likto seep into inner ring suburbs.

Logistic regression analysis produced findings matching visual evidence on state trends.
Specifically, estimates predicted that there is an increased likelihood that charter schools will
locate in block groups that hawreater sockeconomic needs and are more diverse. Other
factors were also significantly associated with charter school locations, suggesting that school
level decisioamaking is complex and muitaceted. Anincrease in the percent of school age
residetts in a given block group reduced the likelihood of finding a charter school in this space.

It is possible that areas with large proportions of school age residents may signify communities
that charter schools are hesitant to engage, such as public hprgews. These interpretations

are speculative, of course, and beyond the explanatory power of this analysis. Charter schools
also appeared responsive to measures of educational attainment. The increased likelihood of
finding charter schools in block gips where greater proportions of residents possess a BA
suggests social capital and greater local resources may influence locational detSioalsy,

charter school locations did not appear to be influenced by the practical concern of finding
availablespace to open and operate new schools.

Perhaps the most significant contribution of the statewide logistic regression analysis to
this study is the inclusion of spatial lags to examine the influence of adjacent neighborhood

attributes on charter schoaldations. Charter schools were estimated to be increasingly likely to

%1t is notable that charter schools appear moreylikelocate in both neighborhoods with greater percentages of
residents without a high school degree and neighborhoo
degree. These two findings seem contradictory. For this reason, additionadi;egregdels not presented in this

chapter were run for the missing educational attainment caiggooent of residentsith a high school degree.

The coefficient for this variable was found to be negative, suggesting that educational attainment lmedi@ para

relationship with block groups containing charter schools. It may be argued that charter schools are responsive to

both tails of the population distribution. Very low levels of attainment indicate strong need for new schools, while

very high levels battainment indicate significant social capital and other assets that may be leveraged to support

local schools. Block groups in the middle of the distribution for educational attainment have neither strong demand

nor competitive advantages that may bérgfarter schools.
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locate in block groups when adjacent block groups contained greater proportions of students
enrolled in private schools, greater proportions of African American school age residents, and
lower median incomes. These spatial lags support visual evidence displayed in maps showing
charter schools to ring racialigolated areas with greater so@oconomic needs. It would appear

that charter schools may avoid neighborhoods wistudentsmay ke more challenging to
educate, however, whether this outcome is the product of strategic denskarg to gain
competitive advantages is unclear.

Findings specific to Abbott districts proved more difficult to interpret. Maps of charter
schools in the Caden, Newark, and Trenton metropolitan areas presented findings similar to
those gathered at the state level. Charter schools were frequently found to be located near, but
not within block groups with high need index scores and greater percentages oh Africa
American school age residents. Differences were observed, however, across Abbott districts.
Charter schools in Camden, Jersey City, and Trenton, for example, tended to cluster in more
affluent and more diver se neicagehActear hngingdpatterout s i
was observed. In Newark (and East Orange and Irvington), charter schools were more scattered
and often found in block groups identified as severelgisat Hoboken was shown to be an
outlier compared to other Abbott districtgsith more local resources and fewer minority
residents. Charter schools |l ocated in the di
scores on the need index and fewer African American residents.

To better understand these deviations, tests were founautocorrelation among
nei ghborhood attributes wusing Morands | and L
map around Ahot spotso or those areas where

American families and high SES need inderres were clustered together. Visual evidence
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suggested that the primary drivers of charter school supply is the percent of African American
school age residents in a given block groups and, to a lesser exterdecmuomic need. In
Newark, charter sché® that had previously appeared to locate in neighborhoods with greater
educational and economic needs and larger proportions of African Americans, were frequently
found near spatial outliers that may be thought of as-mgstiurced enclaves within larger
depressed areas. No specific trends were observed for neighborhood diversity index scores.
Trends related to neighborhood diversity seem to result from the fact that charter schools tend to
locate in block groups with fewer African American residents eratiian any specific attempt to

seek out more diverse neighborhoods.

Logistic regression analysis, however, told a slightly different story. Measures of socio
economic need and community diversity, again standing in as expressions of vertical and
horizontl product differentiation, proved significant predictors of charter school locations, as
did measures of educational attainment and consumer demand represented by the percentage of
school age residents in a given block group. Charter schools appearetikelgrto locate in
neighborhoods with fewer economic and educational resources, but where residents were more
diverse and better educated and where demand for services remained manageable. When logistic
regression analysis only accounted for charter @shinmediate neighborhoods, the percent of
African American school age residents was also a significant predictor of charter school
locations, a finding consistent with the descriptive and visual evidence presented throughout this
chapter. The introductioof spatial lags nullified this effect. The percent of African Americans
in a charter school 6s i mmedi ate neighborhood,

to be was significantly associated with its choice of location. The introduction tidldpgs did
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show that charter schools tended to locate in neighborhoods adjacent to highly competitive
environments (i.e. greater percentages of students enrolled in private school).

The underlying reason for discrepancies between the visual evidezseEngad in this
chapter and the logistic regression estimates for Abbott districts, as well as the differences in the
statewide logistic regression analysis and the one focused on Abbott districts remains unclear. It
is likely that differences in how data analyzed through ESDA research techniques versus
logistic regression analysis produces different outcomes, highlighting the pros and cons
associated with each research technique. Data mining, localized analyses of autocorrelation, and
dynamic mapping &lallow charter school locations to be examined at the individual level.
Differences between school districts (e.g. Camden, Nevaaudk, Trentoh can be explored and,
perhaps, reconciled to produce an overarching explanation for school behaviors. Yasioconscl
are wultimately subject to researchersdé inter
establish causal relationships or even statistically significant associations among variables. In
contrast, logistic regression analysis produces astisnpredicting the likelihood of specific
behaviors. Multiple predictors can be introduced and controlled for in the same model and
associations among independent predictors and the dependent variable can be evaluated for
statistical significance. But, tiis ultimately treated in a uniform fashion. Difference behaviors
in different locales can be obscured. It would appear that in this analysis, despite some evidence
that charter schools in the Newark area are positioning themselves near district lesyundari
spatial outliers and clusters of more affluent neighborhoods, the fact that a majority of
neighborhoods in the area have high proportions of African American families masks this effect.

Overall, it does not appear that charter schools are avoidingingowith highneed,

minority students. Unlike private schools that appear to demonstrate markedly different
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behaviors in Abbott and nefbbott districts, charter schools across all settings appear to seek

out more disadvantaged neighborhoods than arealpiserved by other school types. Rather, it
suggests that charter schools6 | ocational dec
disadvantaged neighborhoods undesirable, but it is difficult to determine the role strategic

positioning may playn determining this outcome.

Conclusion

Evidence presented in this chapter challenges both assumptions and concerns regarding
charter school behaviors. Critics of charter school reform have raised questions about the
potential for choice to increase rdcsggregation, as well as their willingness of new schools to
serve students with more severe educational needs. It is a useful insight that New Jersey charter
schools, on average, are located in neighborhoods with greater educational needs and higher
perentages of African American residents compared to other school types. This finding holds
true not just at the state level, but within Abbott districts. By simultaneously locating in
neighborhoods that have greater educational needs and are substani@ibe,divhether
purposefully or by chance, the opportunity does exist for charter schosésve progressive
ends through the redistribution of educational resourtee broad perspective provided by
mapping school locations across settings providesefuluseminder that debates over how
effectively charter schools attend to our most intense educational problems can obscure the
overarching commitment of charter school operators to providing new educational opportunities
in more disadvantaged areas.

On the other hand, the clear ringing pattern displayed inAlgoott districts and within

the Camden, Newark and Trenton metropolitan areas forces us to consider more closely the
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factors that may influence charter school locations and their potential bearthg expected
outcomes of reform. Charter schools appear to strategically cluster in areas that may effectively
balance consumer demand and increased access to educational resources with reduced
competition levels. This behavior is consistent with desongt of firm locational decision
making in the economic literature (see Porter, 1998) and supported by studies specific to school
choice. For example, Taylor (2001) suggests that choice schools benefit from recognizing and
responding to the hierarchicaltture of educational offerings and locating in areas where they
are seen as a preferable alternative to available schools, but still able to draw students. If school
locations are influenced by efforts to cultivate learning environments most condubividing
successful schools, questions must be raised about the accessibility of new schooling options in
neighborhoods that charter schools appear likely to avoid. While all students in a given district
and beyond may be eligible to attend a given chastdool, location and costs (e.g. time,
information gathering, transportation) remain primary determinants of school enroliment. A lack
of variability in charter school locations across the educational marketplaces may ultimately
undermine the potentiabf new schools to fulfill promises to promote innovative educational
programs suited to diverse schooling needs. Taken together, these points suggest limitations to
the scalability of reform as currently structured.

In closing, it is important to point odhat this study relies on ESDA techniques and does
not provide for causal inferences. In light of the questions raised above, a number of limitations
should be kept in mind when interpreting results. First, this study uses the census block groups to
appoximate neighborhoods. This measure is imperfect and does not account for infrastructure,
physical structures, or the personal relationships that define local perceptions of neighborhoods.

Second, the variables used to measure market size, educationaaméstudent diversity serve



143

as proxies for estimates of vertical and horizontal product differentiation in determining school
locations. Although there is strong evidence that these variables are frequently used as shortcuts
for assessing school qualignd the diversity of families schooling preferences and therefore
likely to influence charter school operators perspectives, they are not exact measures of the true
variables of interest. Measures of school quality using student achievement scores were not
included in this study because such data is not readily available at the block group level. Third,
neighborhood attributes describing school locations are not expected to fully represent school
catchment zones. It is necessary to better understandnthdodiween school locations and
student enrollments before drawing final conclusions. Thus, while the findings present above are
consistent with economic theories of firm locations, they are not conclusive. In the next two
chapters, | will examine more fyl whether New Jersey charter school locations suggest
evidence of strategic positioning and how this may impact student access to new learning

opportunities and, ultimately, educational equity.
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Chapter 6: Charter School Supply and Strategic Positioning within

the Educational Marketplace

In this chapter, | examine more closehe role rational decisiemaking may play in
determining charter school locationBreviously,| demonstrated thaNew Jer seyds ct
school supplyfollows two distinct clustang patterns First, charter schools inon-Abbott
districts tend to circle Abbott districts in a narrow five mile band characterized by greater
educational need and, presumably, consumer demand. Second, charter sekamdstidistricts
tend to circle righborhoods with higher levels of educational and economic disadvantage, and
particularly neighborhoods with higher proportions of African American residents. Logistic
regression confirmed statistically significant associations among charter schoabriscatid
proxies formarket demand, educational need, and neighborhood diversity, although estimates for
race/ethnicity were less conclusiviehese findings suggest thidew Jersey charter schoase
most likely to locate in underserved areas, but atsacted tospaces thaprovide competitive
advantagesvithin the educational marketplacd heir locational choice matchtrends observed
in other stategsee Arsen, Plank & Sykes, 2000; Henig & MacDonald, 2002; Lubienski &
Gulosino, 2007; Lubienski, Gulo®, and Weitzel2009), and raise questions about the potential
for reformto effectively serve all students, particulaitypseliving in neighborhoods of greatest
need

Of course, patial analyss ising ESDA research techniques aoggestiven nature and
although more advanced statistical techniques may accurately predict patterns of charter school
supply, such findings do not equate to causal evide@tieer reasonable explanationsay

account for observed charter school locationsluding the costof renting or purchasing space;
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zoning regulations that prevent schools from operating in certain areas or on particular streets;
and insurance redlining that makes it prohibitive to open up schools in the poorest or most
segregated neighborhoods. Chas@nool locations may also reflect geristing social networks

or political relationships that link individual schools to particular neighborhoéslsioted in
chapter 2, disentangling the multiple factors that influence charter school deuskomg is
difficult, because raditional strategies for gathering data, such as interviews and surveys, are
likely of limited use. Charter school reforremains controversial and school operators are
expected to be highlgensitive to how schodbcationsare perceied by state authorizers and

play out across communities, particulathose working to reconcile class and racial divisions
Theymay struggle to accuratedwaluate and communicate thbehaviors.

Researchers haveorked to improve understanding of fees guiding school level
decisions by examining differences across school types and their responses to diverse contexts.
Two approaches to categorizing charter schoasgarmane to this study. Firslifferences in
charter school s 6 oremissienahtivie deeardportqul to dngpaca mos only
teaching and learning, but also student enrollments, organizational structures, and general
behaviors withinthe educational marketplace. Ausbrooks, Barrett, and Daniel (2005), for
example, documented thaharter schools serving-ask youth in Texas did not appear to
compete directly with traditional public schools for consumers, but rather tended to focus on
providing individualized, selpaced curricula in alternative settings to students neglected by
mainstream institutions. Rofes and Stulberg (2004) noted that ethnocentric charter schools
serving African American and Native American communities are often designed to uplift
historically marginalized students rather than engage the larger educatioteah.syuch

variations in educational programming provide researchers with touch points for understanding



146

how charter schools with markedly different purposes mayket themselves twonsumers and
interact with surrounding communitielSvidence suggests thaharters built around educational
missions that deviate from more common schooling practices are often aimed at particular
student sulgroups and malgavelittle interest in engaging the larger educational marketplace

Second, differences in market oriation have also been shown to influence charter
school s6HbehgvaodsMacDonald (2002) determined
that have formal partnerships with fprofit organizations, manage or plan to manage multiple
school sites, andfovere founded by members of the business community) were more likely to
be located in areas with higher home ownership rates, fewer private school competitors, and
greater voter turnout than nomar k et or A miLesiencPaguets Holyakey Maser 0
and Henig (2002) determined that similarly masagented schools tended to owepresent
low-income, minority and free and reduced lunch students in urban settings, buteprdsent
special education students and English langdeamers (ELLs)Henig, Holyoke, Brown and
LacirenePaquet (2005) found that charter schools founded by EMOs (as well as educators) were
more likely than other founder types (e.g. parents, community members, social service
organizations, local businesses) to locate in theeids and target the general student population,
as opposed to niche groufgased on this evidence, one may argue that a distinguishing feature
of more markebriented charter schools is the strategies they employ in competing for students,
strategicallyl ocating i n more advantageous nei ghbor 't
students.

Recentl vy, Huerta and dO6éEntremont thr@ught 0) e X
the issue of school financing. Based on the fact that charter schools yeneiaerage,less

public per pupilfundingthan traditional public schools, the authors theorized that most charter
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schools face a difficult choic€l) commit fewer dollars to instructional services; (2) increase
operational efficiency; or (3) gain access emrevenue sourcé&The underlying dynamics of
charter school reform suggest that most schoolstaitr their educational programs to increase
productive efficiency while simultaneously pursuing additional resources, although specific
behaviors are exgrted to vary across school types. Qualitative methods produced evidence
suggesting two interesting and, somewhat unexpected, findings.néingdyofit charterschools
associated with charter management organizations (CMOs) appeared to possess a greater
entrepreneurial spirit than those associated withpfofit EMOs. Whereas charter schools
associated with CMOs aggressively pursued new educational resources through public or private
partnershipsgrants, fund raisingandbr in-kind services, charter kools run by EMOs seemed
content to rely on their management company as a defacto centralized schooltdistalg
cover operational costs, guide administrative decisions, provide professional development, and
conduct student assessmeriecond, evidere suggested a significant relationship between a
particular school 6s | evel of entrepreneurship
and the type of educational program offered. Savvy charter school opappaarechighly
attuned to thdact that educational consumers and state authorizers, as well as private funders
tend to evaluate schools using traditional notions of success, like test scores and graduation rates.
Charter schools have strong incentives to uphold norms of effectivelsghand those that are
more sensitive to market pressures may be more likely to adopt popular schooling practices
focused on high achievement.

Further, his strategyseemsto be working.Scott andDiMartino (2010) contend that

concernsaboutcharter sh o o linsvén record of academic succeasdshifted attention away

“2For further reading on this)ppd2ig assvellas Bddine.retag 208 d d o6 En-
Asher, et al., 2004; Fuller, et al., 2004; Henig, et al., 2001; Jacobowitz & Gyurko, 2004; Osberg, 2006; Nelson,
Muir, & Drown, 2000; Prince, 1999; U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2003.
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from the diverse purposesf reform and led policymakerand funderso increasingly view
CMOs as thepreferredform of charter schoolingThe $4.35 billion federal Race to the Top
compeition r equi red state applicants t o-pedamnsngr e
charter schools, defi ned as t hose shistorgal improviwg dtudenta n
achievement on state assessments and other measures agbabieyto overcone startup
problems and promote a financially viable schooling motle¢ decision to prioritize onésion

of charter school reform andefine specific criteria for evaluating successful schodias
influenced state action. Massachusetts passed legmslatising its charter school cap to 120
while establishing in statute thaew applicantshould have previous experiencperatinga
leastonecharterschoolanda record of academic success and financial viabilitys approach

to charter school expamsi seems to favo€CMOs and other schoolgith business expertise and
interest in operating multiple campuses.

CMOs are appealing, in part, becausetlad presence of a number of extraordinarily
successfulschools that have received ample and ‘deBervedmedia attention. Theecent
documentary fil m daexamplefeaturéses mumieruophegh peganming
charter schoolsaand goes so far as to suggésey areproof thatindividual accountability,
effective teaching, and strong leadership caercome family and community factors, such as
poverty, thatall too oftenundermine school and life succédéosle, 2011) My purpose here is
not to debate thealidity of this perspective Arguments overtte purpose and performance of
CMOs,and charteschools more generallgs well as the@rimaryfactorsresponsible fohigher

student achievenme continue to be challengeshdare beyond the scope of this stidyRather,

8 For an indepth analysis of one particular CMO, the Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP), see Miron, Urschel,
and Saxton (2010). For broader reviews of charter school achievemeraraeg,Jacobsen, Mishel and Rothstein
(2005) and CREDO (2009). For an overview of how charter school reform fits into larger debates on education
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the critical attention paid to the filmllustrates a building consensus among aduates,
policymakers and philanthropists that CMOs reprepenhaps thenost promising strategy for
expanding reform and creating successtifools
Thereare many higkperforming school# both the traditional public and charter school
sectors however and the promise ofigfher student achievement isot theonly reason why
CMOs have garnered substantial suppBdqually important igheir businesdike approach to
establishing and expanding specific schooling mod&ldOs share much in common witbr-
profit EMOs. They maintain a clear brand, guiding prinegl and infrastructure to support
schools in their networkafd like EMOs, the involvement and capacity of central offices vary).
They tend to promote identifiable schooling mod#lat emphasie a traditional orbackto-
basics curriculunand are intensely focused on meeting state standards and satisfying assessment
requirementsUnlike EMOs though, they do not face intense pressutarh profits or the same
level of suspicion about theircommiémt doond what 6s best for chilc
Compared to othemonprofit charter schog] CMOs appear more capable of attracting
private funding and achieving competitive economies of scale, which arguably puts them in a
better position to enhance educatioaeglity by targeting additional resources at students and
families who are most in neeficott and DiMartino (2010) reported that in a given year funding
for CMOs and other choice initiatives from prominent foundations exceeds $100 ftilBorce
2001, tle Broad Foundation has distributed approximately $56 million to schools and charter

school support organizations in Los Angeles alone (Scott & DiMartino, 2010, p. 187). This

reform and examples of strong support for high profile charter schools see Brill (2011). For a revieWwanfkisise

Mosle (2011).

% The authors specifically reference the Broad Foundation, the Donald and Doris Fischer Foundation, the Thomas
B. Fordham Foundation, the Lynde and Harry Bradley Foundation, the Olin Foundation, and the Walton Foundation
when citingthe $100 million figure (Scott & Dimartino, 2010, p. 187). They also note that the Bill and Melinda

Gates Foundation has provided substantial support to charter schools.
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funding has not only helped CMOs strengthen academic programs and related ,Seuviaéso
expandnto new marketplaces.

This is not to say that CMOs are immune from kEuger controversies that swwund
charter school refornor pressurefsrom funders and authorizets meetperformance goals.
Increasing acceptance of CMOs as ppdhthe best strategy for establishing kygfality schools
has led to extremely highexpectations, includindgrontline responsibility for closing the
achievement gap. CMOs have adopted a numbewidély reported strategies to promote
achievement gainsncluding a strict approach to discipline, longer school days and years,
summer academies, and student and parent contracts. Critics argue that these methods allow
CMOs (and other charter schools for that matter) to winnow the pool of potential students, gi
priority to those families that are more engaged in theirdmfils educati on and he
and resources to accommodate a more challenging school schedule. They also question whether
Ano excuseso educational p r wtgtudemss churrhthrobughc o u n s
teachers and principals, and are heavily reliant on additional private funding can be easHy scaled
up. Evidence on the actual behavior of charter schools aligned with management organizations
is mixed. Some studies show CMQs énroll proportionally more female students and fewer
poor, minority and special education students, while other data shows CMOs predominately

serving poorer students of color (Scott & DiMartino, 2010).

% CMOs generally expand their operations in one of two ways (Scott & DiMartino, 2GHdporate style

expansions allow CMOs to maintain significant control over individual schools and help guide decisions on
budgeting, capital financing, and new construction. In some cases, CMO representatives may sit on school
governing boards. In conttagranchise style expansions decentralize decisiaking authority to the school level.

This approach allows for more rapid expansion, but results in less uniform educational programs. Both expansion
strategies, however, expect individual schoolstoprdame t he CMO6s brand and may cl os
deviate too far from accepted models and practices and/or fail to produce high achieving students. Both approaches

to expansion have resulted in the effective growth of CMOs, which now accoum festimated 942% of all

charter schools (Lake, 2007; Molnar, Garcia, Miron & Berry, 200dInar, Miron, Urschel, 2009).
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What seems evident from available reseascthatCMOs haveevolved around a fairly
narrow definition of school success based on high expectations and achievamsiate
assessment systems (i.e. standardized)testd that this model is continuously reinforced by
their participation in the educationalarketplaceFounding new schools and expanding into new
markets means that CMOs must constantly work to secure brand loyigngthen support
among policymakers, and satisfijunders. Adopting conservative and widely accepted
approaches to educationptactice that producedesirable and easy te@port outcomes is a
rational response to competitioih therefore seems reasonalir@t CMOs will adopt strategies
aimed at achieving organizational goals and give careful consideration evitenng new

markesto where they should locate and how this may influence the students they enroll.

New Jersey Charter School Types

Cl ose examination of charter school sd6 ext
educational programs may provide valuable imfation on their behavior withiNew Jersey and
by extension the role rational decisioraking may play in shaping school locatiodshis
chapter presents descriptive analysighat builds on the exploratory spatial data analysis
(ESDA) techniques discussean chapter 3l revi ewed charter school st
200809 and 20090 school years and coded content to identify different charter school types.
Sixty-two of 68 (91%) charter schools provided annual reports for at least one of these school
years.All annual reports are publicly available and posted on the NJDOE websiteach
report includes a school description or overview, which requires charter schools to detail their
theme or defining attributes and organizational affiliations. Imth& body of the annual report,

charter schools must address the following:
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1. Review of state and local assessment activities and student achievement results in the
context of school s goals and required NC

2. Review of progressincorporating the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content
Standards, delivering an educational program leading to high achievement for all
students and providing professional development and support for teachers.

3. Review of school governance and management gaicsiiments.

4. Description of activities to involve parents and community members and public
relations and outreach activities.

5. Description of student and staff recruitment activities.

6. Review of school 6s self evaluation and ac

Coding for diferences in external partnerships was straightforward given that charter
schools must report organizational affiliations and describe strategies for community engagement
in their annual reportd. divided carter schools into four categorf®sCharter maagement
organizatios or CMOs identified schools partnered with organizatiopsincipally focused on
managing charter schooénd providing related educational services and/or running multiple
school sitesThese partner organizatiotendedto originate fom out si de a gi ven
community although this dynamic was not universabnsistent with the evidence presented
above,|l expeced CMOs to locate in areas that provide competitive advanthgdscating in
and aroundow-income and minority neftborhoods.In other words, | expeetl CMOs to be

chiefly responsible for the circular clustering patterns described in previous chapters.

% It is important to note that New Jersey limits the involvement of private organizations in founding and operating
charter schools.ri®ate organizations cannot be identified in a charter schools name, and charter schools themselves
may not produce a net profit for educational services. For this reason, there arpnadittcharter schools or

educational management organizations (Eyl@perating in New Jersey.



153

Communitydevelopment centers (CDCdgscribedschoolspartnered withocal social
services organizations focused @mmunity improvemenil hesepartnerorganizations provide
a range of social services outside the education sector, including housing assistance, child care,
and career trainingnd for this reason dssumedhat theywould becentrally located in high
neal neighborhoodsSectarian school®iave formal associations withreligious institutions,
which in this study happen to all be Christian churches. Given the prominent role churches play
in many African American communities, | expedthese charter schodis be centrally located
in African-American neighborhood#\ll other schooldackedformal external partnershipé.|
did not expect a specific pattern to be associated with these sdrigoie 61 displayscountsof

New Jersey charter schools currentiyoperation by external partnersfip.

Figure 6.1 New Jersey Charter Schools k
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71t should be noted that a number of charter schools lacking formal partnerships did appear to rely heavily on in
kind resources and listed a broad range of relationships with state and local organizations.

®Unlikeinchapte 4, analysis is |limited to open charter school
from school years 20089 and 2002010 to identify and determine differences in external partnerships and
educational programs prohibited the inclusiowrladrter schools that have been closed.
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It is revealed that charter schools possessing external partnerships are limited to Abbott districts,
suggesting that there may be significant differences in how charter schools emergenieeigh
versus more aftlent school districts.

Establishing di fferences i n charter scho
complicated given the broad diversity in terminology and pedagogies used at the school level and
reported to authorizerslo better understandeported pactices | constructed a matrix and
organizedcoded languagaround similar concepts and themes (see Appe@li¥our types of
educational programsmergedBackto-basicscharter schoalstresed high expectationsstrict
discipline standards, and rigous coursework that often necessitated extended learning time or
summer classedlany of theseschools, even at the elementary and middle school levels, were
heavily invested in developing educational pathways for disadvantaged stideém®uld lead
to owllege attendance. For this reason, | expediackto-basics schools to be found in and
around highneed and minority neighborhoods, but given that this type of educational programs
alsoappears most popular with CMOs, to be somewhat strategic in chdbsindgjnal location.
Communitycharter schoolsmphasized the importance of establishing strong links with families
and communities often through service learning. This focus appeared to make schools sensitive
to local needs. They frequently promoteddsttcentered educational programs committed to
whole child development, although academic achievememained a strong priorityexpeced
these schools to be found in more affluent communities where parents and community members
possess substantial salccapital and havéhe time and resources to develop more progressive
learning experienceglternativecharter schools provided offerings not typically associated with
traditional schooling. These schools incldgeerforming arts academies, dual langaaghools,

and educational programs focused on environmental sustainabiéigpeced the location of



155

these schools to be idiosyncratic and driven by the vision of particular founders rather than
consumer demand or other market factétimally, generalcharter schools focaesl more on
foundational skills and core academic subjects, but pursued a range of educational strategies
including character education, learning in music or the arts, and/or community engagement.
These schools most closely resembletlitional public schools in their attempts to reconcile
multiple definitions of teaching and learning through their educational offer(Adjscharter
schools, of course, are public schools. Codes are intended to describe deviations from normative
undersandings of traditional public school structures and practi¢gégure 6.2 displayscounts

of New Jersey charter schagpes by educational programming.

Figure 6.2 New Jersey Charter Schools t
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Once initial coding was completed, an electronic document review of school websites,
additionalstate and district sources, and popular press articles was conducted to confirm findings
and address data limitations. Sedporting by charter schools in annual reports may not
accurately reflect school designs and operations. One example is that maolg sed buzz
words such as Agreeno or Asustainabl eo t o
environmentalism. A more thorough review of school practices, however, revealed that these
schools frequently did not offer educational programs based on emérdal principlesThese
final stepsenabled me to assign codes to the six operating charter schools that did not have
annual reports postechthe NJDOE website for the 20@® and 20040 school years.

| then expanded the New Jersey school attribubde t@ontaining educational and
demographic information, as well as locational fields (e.g. street addresses and zip codes) to
include dummy variables identifying charter
prograns. UsingL o c a | Mo r aa bidentified neighborhoosl tlusters where adjacent
values for the percent of African American residents and scores on the SES need index were
found to be inordinately high or lowStatistical significance for determiningeighborhood
clusters was set gt < .05 | produced a series of maps and tables to display the location of
different charter school types and compared themetghborhood clusterthought to influence
charterschool supplyAs with previousanalysesa purposive sample of charter sclsom the
Camden, Newark and Trenton metropolitan areas is used to explore more general toekds. B
groupsmaking up larger neighborhood clustarge represented as polygons and schools types as
points with varying symbols matching specific addresseat®isame coordinate system.

In sum, the methods described in this chapter provide further information on charter

school sé6 pot ent i-lmsedincendive I charter schamls adodhink strategically
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in choosing school locations and positionemselves in ways that provide competitive
advantages in attracting and educating potential students, we should expect schools that are more
entrepreneurial and possess a stronger understanding of the educational marketplace to locate in
more advantageowseas. This does not necessarily mean rational deaisatimg will prompt
charter schools to locate in the most affluent areas, but simply in spaces where they can reduce
expenses and effectively manipulate student enrollments while stilingaatcess d strong
consumer demand. As | have demonstrated in previous chapters, strategic positioning by charter
schools with the educational marketplace often results in charter schools clustering in circular
patterns around higheed areas (an action supportedvbly ¢ h a e | didnomnd theorpbfism
locations).

A major limitation of this analysis is thatdo notpresenta counterfactual tdest my
hypothesis that morentrepreneuriakchools identified as those partnered with CMQu||
exhibit positioning staitegies consistent with rational decisimaking. The inclusion of other
charter school typesas well asinformation ons c ho ol s & e d u c i udefal foa | pro
examining patterns within the distribution of charter scHochtionsand adding to thewerall
understanding of reform, but it is not accurate to claim that these schools are notanarket
or that the absence of rational decisiomaking explains divergences lmehavior withinthe
educational marketplace from schogartnered with CMOsOne could also argue that the
overwhelming presence of charter schools in Abbott districts is evidence of a lack of market
savvy and/oatendency to put school missions above profit incentives. Abbott districts are likely
highly competitive environmentdjost to a number of educational reforms where traditional
public school receive substantial funding per student per court order, which necestsarily

received by charter schools in these same districts. Charter schools might be better off
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identifying school districts that have the same level of educational need as Abbott districts (e.g.
Atlantic City), but are not identified as Abbott districts and do not receive the same level of

public support.

Findings: Charter School Locations by Type
Charter schol locations by external partnership

Table6. 1 categori zes charter school s I n New
partnerships. No charter schools with formal external partnerships are located outside Abbott
districts. Descriptive statistics are peesed for charter schools partnered with CMOs, CDCs,
church organizations, and those that are unaffiliated at the block group Gbaeter schools
affiliated with CDCs and church organizations are found, on average, in more disadvantaged
block groups tha other school types. The mean need index score for charter schools affiliated
with church organizations is 1.855 and for CDCs is 1.689 compared to 1.482 for charter schools
partnered with CMOs and 1.255 for charter schools without any affiliations.

Block groups containing charter schools partnered with church organizations and CMOs
also have notably smaller standard deviations (D}he need indexhan other school types,
demonstrating less variability around their means. This suggests they are adofingore
similar neighborhoods. Interestingly, charter schools partnered with CMOs, on average, are
shown to locate in block groups with greater percentages of African American school age
residents than those schools partnered with CDCs. The mean pgecehfdrican Americans in
block groups where charters are affiliated with CMOs is 54.9% compared to 49.2% for schools
affiliated with CDCs. This observation serves as an important reminder that race is not

synonymous with economic need, since charteisaddfd with CMOs tend to locate in block



Table 6.1 Neighborhood Characteristics Describing New Jersey Charter Schools by External Partner

I;k;tbr?gs % 17 and under SES need index % African-American % single households
n min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd min. max. mean sd
Public 439 0.048 0.500 0.275 0.07 0.213 2.610 1270 0.57 0.000 1.000 0.388 0.34 0.000 0.862 0.319 0.16
Private 138 0.000 0.477 0.263 0.09 0.129 2536 1.124 0.60 0.000 0.855 0.201 0.18 0.000 0.772 0.295 0.17
Charter 70 0.032 0.494 0.244 011 0.129 2546 1430 0.58 0.000 0.964 0.486 0.31 0.022 0.772 0.347 0.16
CMO 16 0.032 0.362 0.241 0.13 0.906 2.116 1.482 0.36 0.156 0.946 0.549 0.29 0.215 0.578 0.355 0.09
CDC 13 0.076 0.494 0.272 0.11 0.690 2.546 1.689 0.62 0.096 0.918 0.492 0.25 0.063 0.749 0451 0.20
Sectarian 5 0.238 0.390 0.309 0.05 1.545 2.234 1.855 0.23 0.668 0.964 0.803 0.11 0.314 0.470 0.401 0.07
in-kind 23 0.044 0.346 0.238 0.08 0.129 2.366 1.342 0.57 0.000 0.925 0.468 0.32 0.022 0.772 0.319 0.17
none 13 0.032 0.353 0.205 0.10 0.328 2.197 1.101 0.62 0.022 0.959 0.314 0.31 0.064 0.517 0.263 0.15
Abbott % without a HS dipl % loyed % receiving public assist Neighborhood diversity ind
districts % without a iploma 6 unemploye 6 receiving public assistance eighborhood diversity index
n min. max. mean <d min. max. mean <d min. max. mean sd min.  max. mean sd
Public 439 0.047 0.738 0.360 0.14 0.000 0.506 0.120 0.08 0.000 0.526 0.086 0.08 0.000 1.000 0.441 0.26
Private 138 0.017 0.696 0.321 0.14 0.000 0.448 0.110 0.08 0.000 0.364 0.071 0.07 0.000 1.0 0.393 0.25
Charter 70 0.081 0.696 0.366 0.14 0.000 0.471 0.136 0.09 0.000 0.297 0.095 0.07 0.000 0.907 0.390 0.24
CMO 16 0.134 0.516 0.341 0.13 0.024 0.305 0.145 0.08 0.000 0.234 0.092 0.06 0.000 0.863 0.403 0.27
CDC 13 0.267 0.576 0.447 0.11 0.018 0.331 0.144 0.09 0.000 0.297 0.155 0.08 0.088 0.798 0.344 0.22
Sectarian 5 0.217 0534 0.340 0.11 0.122 0.220 0.187 0.04 0.077 0.202 0.123 0.05 0.357 0.907 0.583 0.20
in-kind 23 0.081 0.696 0.360 0.16 0.017 0.471 0.125 0.10 0.000 0.235 0.069 0.06 0.000 0.809 0.389 0.21
none 13 0.134 0.645 0.334 0.15 0.000 0.320 0.118 0.08 0.000 0.254 0.072 0.07 0.000 0.894 0.348 0.27

64T
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groups with lower SES need index scores. Charter schools partnered with church organizations,
on average, are found in block groups wh&@®3% of school age residents are African
American. Unaffiliated charter schools are found in block groups where the percent of African
Americans is 41.3%. Block groups containing unaffiliated charters and those partnered with
CMOs also have the largesDS for percent African American, demonstrating the greatest
degree of variation around the mean.

Maps 6.1 to 6 examinghe location and distribution of different typesabfarter school
partnershipsn the Camden, Newark, and Trenton metropolitan ai#&lask groups shaded light
blue identify areasvith high valuege.g. high need index scores or percent African American)
Those shaded yellow (or light brown) identify areas with low values. Block groups shaded dark
blue ordarkbrown identify spatial oliersi that is, areas with high or low values that are not part
of larger neighborhood clus&®but deviate substantially from their surroundir@larter school
locations are represented as points and shadedSyeabols varyby charter school type. The
locations oftraditional public and private schoaddse alsopresentedor reference and shaded
gray, although the locatianof these schools are naliscussed These maps help explain
aggregate findings presented in Table. 6lhey display the locations oindividual charter
schools and comparthem to key economic and demographic factors. It is possible to observe
whether schools are locate in, around, or some distance away freinconve and minority
neighborhoods and compare trends across charter sgipesl to assess the potential use of

positioning strategies.
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Maps 6.1-6.2 Cluster analysis of charter school
locations in Camden area by external partnership
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Maps 6.3-6.4 Cluster Analysis of Charter School
Locations in Newark Area by External Partnership

Map 6.3 SES Need Index
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Maps 6.5-6.6 Cluster Analysis of Charter School
Locations in Trenton Area by External Partnership
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Maps 6.1 and .2 show that 75% (6 of 8) of Camden area charter schools are affiliated
with CMOs. These schools are shown to locate on the outskirts of neighborhoods with high
scores orthe SES need index. This pattern becomes even more dramatic when examining charter
school locations in relation to the percentage of African American residents in block groups. All
charter schools with one exception are located outside clusters of néigbtdsrwith high
proportions of African American residents in a clear circular pattern. The only charter school that
appears to shown no evidence of strategic positioning is affiliated with a church organization and
| ocated in the districtdés central core.

Maps 6.3 to 8! show charter school locations in the greater Newark area. As in chapter
4, important differences are observed between the immediate Newark area, which includes the
East Orange and Irvington school districts, and Jersey City and Hobokéme immediate
Newark area, charter schools affiliated with church organizations tend to be located in the
di strictsdéd central cores in block groups with
African American residents. Charter schools assediavith CMOs and CDCs appear to be
located both within and outside block groups with high need index scores and greater
percentages of African American residefisereis alsoevidence of strategic clustering. Charter
schools partnered with CMOs demoastra ringing pattern around the outskirts of highest need
areas. Approximately 78% (7 of 9) of CMO schools are located in or adjacent to block groups
identified as belonging to high need neighborhamus 56% (5 of 9) are located in or adjacent to
block goupsidentified as part of African American neighborhoo@harter schools affiliated
with CDCs are found to cluster in slightly more advantaged neighborhoods to the north and east.
All six CDC schools are located in or adjacent to school districts witled need index scores

and 66% (4 of 6) are located in or adjacent to block groups with lower percentages of African
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American residents. Further, both school tyjpéso show evidence of locating near spatial
outliers block groupswith low need index scoreer low percentages of African American
residentssurrounded by block groups with higghvalues Unaffiliated charter schools appear to
be furthest removed from the districtdos centr

In Jersey City, charter schools amnparily partnered with COs or remain unaffiliated.

Both school types are shown to circle neighborhoods with pegbentages of African American
residents. In a few cases, schools are located ire gosximity to spatial outliersvith high
percentages of African Americachoolageresidents. Charter schools partnered with CDCs are
also shown to locate in close proximity to neighborhoods with high need index scores.

Hoboken is again best understood as an outlier when compared to other Abbott districts.
Similar to norAbbott didricts, ro charter schools in Hoboken have developed formal external
partnerships and thddek groupswhere they are located tendhave lower need index scores
and fewer African American residents than block groups in other Abbott districts

Maps6.5 © 6.6 show that roughly 89% (8 of 9) of Trenton area charter schools are not
partnered with external organizations. These schools are shown to predominately locate outside
clusters of neighborhoods with high scores on the sembmomic need index and iorae case
position themselves near spatial outliers. A similar, though less dramatic trend is observed in
relation to the percent of African American residents in block groups. Sefreaitgercent of
unaffiliated charter schools (6 of 8) in Trenton areated in or adjacent to block groups with
lower percentages of African American resideritables 6.2 and 6.3summarizes the trends

observed in Maps 6.1 to 6.6.
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Table 6.2 Distribution of Charter School Partnerships In and Around High
Need Neighborhoods

Inner Outer
Inside border border Outside Total
Abbott district totals 2 21 21 26 70
CMO 1 7 7 1 16
CcDC 0 6 2 5 13
Sectarian 1 2 0 5
None 0 6 10 20 36
Newark metro area 1 15 13 7 36
CMO 1 4 4 1 10
CDC 0 5 1 3 9
Sectarian 0 2 2 0 4
None 0 4 6 3 13
Camden metro area 1 3 4 0 8
CMO 0 3 3 0 6
CDC 0 0 0 0 0
Sectarian 1 0 0 0 1
None 0 0 1 0 1
Trenton school district 0 1 3 4 8
CMO 0 0 0 0 0
CDC 0 0 1 0 1
Sectarian 0 0 0 0 0
None 0 1 2 4 7
Other Abbott districts 0 2 0 12 14
CMO 0 0 0 0 0
CDC 0 1 0 3
Sectarian 0 0 0 0 0
None 0 1 0 10 11
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Table 6.3 Distribution of Charter School Partnerships In and Around African
American Neighborhoods

Inner Outer
Inside border border Outside Total
Abbott district totals 16 13 16 25 70
CMO 4 4 4 4 16
CDC 2 3 4 4 13
Sectarian 4 0 0 5
None 6 8 17 36
Newark metro area 13 11 6 10 40
CMO 4 4 2 0 10
CDC 2 3 1 3 9
Sectarian 3 1 0 0 4
None 4 3 3 7 17
Camden metro area 1 0 3 4 8
CMO 0 0 2 4 6
CDC 0 0 0 0 0
Sectarian 1 0 0 0 1
None 0 0 1 0 1
Trenton school district 1 2 2 3 8
CMO 0 0 0 0 0
CDC 0 0 1 0 1
Sectarian 0 0 0 0 0
None 1 2 1 3 7
Other Abbott districts 1 0 5 8 14
CMO 0 0 0 0 0
CDC 0 0 2 1 3
Sectarian 0 0 0 0 0
None 1 0 3 7 11




168

Charter school locations and educational pragrs

Table 64 presents descriptive statistics on charter schools in Abbott districts categorized
by educational program. On measures of secionomic needbackto-basicscharter schools
are found in block groups deemed most disadvantaeely have a mea need index score of
1.602 compared to 1.553 falternative schools, 1.441 for general schools, and 1.195 for
community schools. Notably, all school types seem to occupy block groups with relatively
similar levels of neighborhood disadvantaged excemelsezhools explicitly designed to service
family and community need€ommunitycharter schools are also found in block groups with
substantially smaller percentages of African American residents. The mean percentage of
African American residents in blocgroups containingheseschools is 36.9% compared to
55.2% forbackto-basicsschools, 52.5% for general schools, and 50.7%lternativeschools.

Maps 67 t06.12 examine the location and distribution of educational programs offered
by charter schools the Camden, Newark, and Trenton ardaaps 6.7 and .8 show that 75%
(6 of 8) of Camden charter schools prombeekto-basics programfcusedon high student
achievementAs shown on earlier maps, all of these schools are also partnered with CMOs.
Thus,afamiliar pattern emergeBackto-basicsschools are shown to circle neighborhoods with
high proportions of African American residents and, to a lesser extent, high scores on the need

index.



Table 6.4 Neighborhood Characteristics Describing New Jersey Charter Schools by Educational Program

Abbott
districts % 17 and under SES need index % African-American % single households
n min.  max. mean sd min.  max. mean sd min.  max. mean sd min.  max. mean sd
Public 439 0.048 0.500 0.275 0.07 0.213 2.610 1270 0.57 0.000 1.000 0.388 0.34 0.000 0.862 0.319 0.16
Private 138 0.000 0.477 0.263 0.09 0.129 2.536 1.124 0.60 0.000 0.855 0.201 0.18 0.000 0.772 0.295 0.17
Charter 70 0.032 0.494 0.244 0.11 0.129 2.546 1.430 0.58 0.000 0.964 0486 0.31 0.022 0.772 0.347 0.16
General 22 0.105 0.494 0.278 0.08 0.460 2.546 1.441 0.59 0.000 0.925 0525 0.32 0.151 0.772 0.365 0.19
Backto-
basics 21 0.032 0.362 0.248 0.12 0.906 2.298 1.602 0.47 0.130 0.959 0552 0.28 0.215 0.625 0.390 0.11
Community 20 0.044 0.390 0.215 0.11 0.129 2.234 1.195 0.60 0.000 0.964 0.369 0.31 0.022 0.505 0.276 0.16
Alternative 7 0.048 0.309 0.208 0.10 0.381 1.941 1553 0.51 0.034 0.876 0507 0.26 0.064 0.516 0.365 0.15
Abbott % without a HS diploma % unemployed % receiving public assistance  Neighborhood diversity
districts index
n min.  max. mean < min.  max. mean < min.  max. mean < min.  max. mean
Public 439 0.047 0.738 0.360 0.14 0.000 0.506 0.120 0.08 0.000 0.526 0.086 0.08 0.000 1.000 0.441 0.26
Private 138 0.017 0.696 0.321 0.14 0.000 0.448 0.110 0.08 0.000 0.364 0.071 0.07 0.000 1.000 0.393 0.25
Charter 70 0.081 0.696 0.366 0.14 0.000 0.471 0.136 0.09 0.000 0.297 0.095 0.07 0.000 0.907 0.390 0.24
general 22 0.149 0.553 0.343 0.12 0.000 0.331 0.119 0.08 0.000 0.297 0.090 0.07 0.000 0.809 0.391 0.23
Backto-
basics 21 0.134 0.583 0381 0.15 0.024 0.331 0.169 0.08 0.000 0.297 0.111 0.07 0.000 0.895 0.403 0.27
Community 20 0.081 0.696 0.349 0.17 0.017 0.471 0.124 0.10 0.000 0.254 0.077 0.06 0.013 0.907 0.382 0.26
Alternative 7 0.221 0576 0441 0.12 0.053 0.220 0.131 0.05 0.010 0.235 0.110 0.08 0.225 0.696 0.371 0.14

69T
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Maps 6.9 to 610 examine charter school educational programs in the greater Newark
area. The immediate Newark area is shown to sugpo#ange of educational program types.
Again, a strong correlation is observed between charter schools offeikgp-basicsprograms
and those partnered with CMOs. Approximately 73% (8 of 11ackto-basicscharter schools
are located in or adjacerd lbbow-income and African American neighborhoods. Genehalrter
schools are most often partnered with CDCs or do not maintain external partnerships. Somewhat
surprisingly, these schools are generally located furthest way from district centers.
Approximatdy, 89% of general schools are located in or adjacent to block groups with lower
need index scores. Evidence on potential relationships between general charter schools and the
percent of African American residents in block groups is mixed, largely dueetdatt that
schools located in East Orange and Irvington are in predominately African American
neighborhoods. There are faaommunitycharter schools located in the immediate Newark area.
These schools are all located in or adjacent to block groupslowdr need index scores, but
also in block groups surrounded by neighborhoods with high percentages of African American
residentsThreealternativeschools are found in and around Newark. These schools are located
on the outskirts of neighborhoods witlghineed index scores and higher percentages of African
American residents, bugiven the small number o$choolsit is difficult to draw strong

conclusions.



Maps 6.7-6.8 Cluster Analysis of Charter School
Locations in Camden Area by Educational Program
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Maps 6.9-6.10 Cluster Analysis of Charter School
Locations in Newark Area by Educational Program
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Maps 6.11-6.12 Cluster Analysis of Charter School
Locations in Trenton Area by Educational Program
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In Jersey City, charter schools are primarily coded as genecalnamunitybased Half
of these schools do not have external partners. The remaining schools are partnered with CMOs
and CDCs. Since few block groups in Jersey City are identified as having high need index scores
(relative to other Abbott districts), it is not surprising thatchkrter schools, \th one exception,
are located outside high neadighborhoods. Jersey City charter schools are also shown to lie
outside block groups with higher percentages of African American residents, but in this case a
strong circling patternistbos er ved around t he di s tgenerachades cent |
schools are shown to position themselves in or near spatial outliers where block groups with high
percentages of African American residents are surrounded by block groups with lower
percentages. This overarching circular pattern, however, appears applicable to all charter schools
in Jersey City and is not distinguished by type.

In Hoboken, charter schools are found to be eiteenmunitybasedor alternative None
of these schools nratain external partnerships. A majority of block groups in Hoboken are
identified as having low need index scores and all block groups have low percentages of African
American residents. Hoboken charter schoale found to occupy more advantaged
neighbohoods regardless of program type.

Maps 611 to 612 show charter schools in Trenton offering a mix of educational
programs ranging frorgeneralto backto-basicsto community A majority of these schools do
not maintain formal partnerships. No clear pattn i s observed between s
programs and their affiliations with external organizations. However, similar to Camden and
Newark, charter schools coded lzeckto-basicsare found to be located outside block groups
with high need index scaseThey are also in or adjacent to block groups with lower percentages

of African American residents. In contrast, general charter schools are found in diverse locations.
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The sole charter school coded esmmunitybasedis located in a low need neighborfibo
identified as a spatial outlier and directly outside a cluster of block groups with high percentages

of African American resident3.ables 6.5 and 6.6 summarize these findings.

Table 6.5 Distribution of Charter School Educational Programs In and
Around High Need Neighborhoods

Inner Outer
Inside border border Outside Total
Abbott district totals 2 23 19 26 70
General 0 7 5 10 22
Backto-basics 1 9 9 2 21
Community 0 5 3 12 20
Alternative 1 2 2 2 7
Newark metro area 1 16 13 10 40
General 0 5 5 4 14
Backto-basics 1 6 5 0 12
Community 0 3 1 6 10
Alternative 0 2 2 0 4
Camden metro area 1 3 4 0 8
General 0 0 0 0 0
Backto-basics 0 3 3 0 6
Community 0 0 1 0 1
Alternative 1 0 0 0 1
Trenton school district 0 2 2 4 8
General 0 2 0 3 5
Backto-basics 0 0 1 1 2
Community 0 0 1 0 1
Alternative 0 0 0 0 0
Other Abbott districts 0 2 0 12 14
General 0 0 0 3 3
Backto-basics 0 0 0 1 1
Community 0 2 0 6 8
Alternative 0 0 0 2 2
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Table 6.6 Distribution of Charter School Educational Programs In and Around
African American Neighborhoods

Inner Outer
Inside border border Outside Total
Abbott district totals 16 14 14 26 70
General 7 3 2 10 22
Backto-basics 4 7 5 5 21
Community 4 2 4 10 20
Alternative 1 2 3 1 7
Newark metro area 13 12 4 11 40
General 6 2 1 5 14
Back-to-basics 4 6 2 0 12
Community 3 2 0 5 10
Alternative 0 2 1 1 4
Camden metro area 1 0 3 4 8
General 0 0 0 0 0
Back-to-basics 0 0 2 4 6
Community 0 0 1 0 1
Alternative 1 0 0 0 1
Trenton school district 1 2 2 3 8
General 1 1 1 2 5
Back-to-basics 0 1 0 1 2
Community 0 0 1 0 1
Alternative 0 0 0 0 0
Other Abbott districts 1 0 5 8 14
General 0 0 0 3 3
Back-to-basics 0 0 1 0 1
Community 1 0 2 5 8
Alternative 0 0 2 0 2
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Discussion

The evidence presented in this chaptreals important differences among New Jersey
charter school types. Charter schools affiliated with CMOs, as well as those that are unaffiliated
with any organization, tended to be found in more advantaged neighborhoods. In contrast,
charter schools parered with CDCs and, especially, sectarian organizations were found in less
advantaged areas. These findings are consistent with the hypothesis thatomenked charter
schools (e.g. partnered with CMOSs) are inclined to seek out competitive advanyadgeating
schools strategically in more desirable neighborhoods, while charter schools with stronger
community ties (e.gsocial services organizations aAtfican American churches) may be less
attentive to such concerns.

Maps documenting charter Idaans by type provided additional information to advance
understanding. Charter schools partnered with CMOs, for example, are found almost exclusively
in the Camden and Newark school districihese two districts are among the largest in New
Jersey. Theyeport pespupil expenditures well above the state average and in the top third of all
Abbott districts (see Table 3.1). Perhaps most importantly, they are arguably the two most
prominent urban areas in New Jersey. They have struggledamthhistories bpoor school
performance andeen the target of outside interventions and highly publicized education
reforms Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg, for example, recently donated $100 million dollars to
Newark for the specific purpose of improving public educatiferezPena, September 22,
2010).1t may be safely assumed that both districts have strong demand and significant need for
new educational choicebut alsoa degree ohotoriety that may distinguisthem from other
large urban districts, such as Jer§aty and Paterson, and make them more attractive to charter

schools seeking competitive advantages and additional public and private resources. The widely
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publicized struggles of Camden and Newark, of course, may also attract sohiofsttedto
working with high-need populationswhich as explained earlier should not be overlooked as a
core value of many CMOs. What is of kieyportanceto this analysis, however, is the location
of thoseCMOslocatedwithin Camden and NewarRhese schoolsluster in circlar patterns on
the edges ohigh-need and African Americameighborhoodsrevealing a disconnect between the
supplyof charter schools partnered with CMOs and the location of students they are expected to
serve, whichmay be the result of strategic positiing. CMOs may locate on the outskirts of
high-need and heavily minority neighborhoods in order to conform to normative understandings
of effective schooling and better control student enroliméftis findingalsoexplains why in
the aggregate chartectwols partnered with CMOs are found in more advantaged desage
their prominence in Camden and Newark

Charter schools partnered with CDCs also show evidence of clustering just outside
neighborhoods that may be considered more disadvantaged. Thesésshowever, are more
dispersed and found in a greater diversity of areas, which is presumably the result of partnerships
emerging from preexisting community ties. The net effect is that charter schools partnered with
CDCs tend to be found in slightless advantaged neighborhoods than those partnered with
CMOs. In contrast, charter schools associated with local churches tend to be located in the
central core of large urban districts (e.g. Camden, East Orange, and Newark) in neighborhoods
that ovefrepresent African American school age residents. These findings are not surprising
given the prominent role churches play in many African American communities, although it
should be noted that only five New Jersey charter schools fit this type, makingatiltifd
generalize. Charter schools that do not maintain external partnerships are found in the greatest

diversity of Abbott districts and the most advantaged neighborhoods. It would appear that charter
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schools emerging from the action of local commumtgmbers rather than the work of
established organizations (e.g. CMOs, CDCs, churches), even those with strong community ties,
are most idiosyncratic in the development and dispersed in their location and reflect the
surroundings and resources of their fders.

Differences were also observed when charter schools were grouped by educational
program. Back-to-basics schools were often found in lower income neighborhpaossile
community schoolstended to locate in more affluent are&eneral andalternative charter
schools fell between these extremes, but their locations were more simbackto-basics
schools.Overall, $rong associationsvere observed between the external partnerships New
Jersey charter schools maintain and the educational programsdéwyop, and these
associations vary by location. Charter schools partnered with CMOs overwhelmingly promote
backto-basicspr ograms i n the stateb6s | argest ur ban
with CDCs seemto advance more general educatiopabgrams.These organizations seem
unconcerned wittadvancingspecific school models and are more focusadsimple creating
Abetter public schools. 0 That I s, school s th
student needs anoed THesemchobols ere commpanlg fond i@ urban areas,
although not necessarily that statebds | argest
districts with an established ngamofit sector. Charter schools that are not affiliated with eatern
organizations are most likely to off@ommunitybasedprogramsand emphasize alternative
approaches tachooling These schools are most widely dispersed across the state. In fact, all
charter schools found in ngkbbott schooldistricts are unaffilisgd with the largesthumber

communitybased
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| draw two conclusionsrom these findingsFirst, consumer demand appearsttongly
influence charter schools participation @ducational markets. The vast majority of charter
schools regardless of typeare located in Abbott districts and found iand around
neighborhoods where limited household resources and poor school performance may be
expected to generate significant interest in new public schooling options. Ungakltion
charter schools tend tlocae in more disadvantaged neighborhoods than the typical public
school. Second, consumer demand alone is unlikelyutty explain charter school locations.
These same geographic areas likely provide a number of advantages that are appealing to more
entrepeneurial schools concernebout competing with more ebtesh and arguably better
resourced traditional public schools, including: higher publicpumil expenditures, greater
philanthropic support, increased Vvisibility ®upport outreach and marketinggnd a more
manageable (and potentially submissive) clierftéMthile minority enclaves and pockets of
poverty may be found throughout New Jersey, charter schools appear attracted to larger urban
districts with infrastructure to facilitate student movemenstrong network of neprofit and
social services organizations, and documented success among other charter schools.

New Jersey charter schools also show evidence of strategic positignthm
educational markets. Although charter schools are mte édund in disadvantaged and under
performing school districts, this is not necessarily true of their host neighborhoods. New Jersey

charter schools demonstrate a tendency to cluster in ringing patterns around neighborhoods

% Lareau (2000, p.-81) argues that parents from different social classes vary in the level of involvement and range

of actions they perceive as appropriate piemgendiaéi r chil d
desire among most parents for their children to succeed. Weclkisg parents tend to view schools as responsible

for educating their children and possess little information about the structures and activities that shape daily

learning. Thg r arely intervene in their chil dr e-mdddeclasss hool i ng
parents tend to believe that <childrenbés education is a
frequently take a leadershiproleindirecy t heir c¢childrenés educati on, particlt
They do not wait for school authorization to act nor d

schools are often more responsive to middéess parents than wang class parents.
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where demand for new schoadsexpected to be greatest. Further, more markented charter
schools, meaning those partnered with CMOs, are most likely to demonstrate this behavior. This
finding is supported by previous spatial analyses of charter school supply, which found charter
schools working with more established Amofit organizations tended to locate in more
advantaged areas (Gulosino, 2008).

Despite the evidence presented in this chapter, it is important not to overstate the role
rational decisiormaking may play in shmng charter school behaviorRegardless of their
location, charter schools seem to tailor educational programs to suit local needs. It is not
surprising, for example, that in higlteed neighborhoods charter schools frequently emphasize
rigorous academigrograms tied to strong standards and high expectations, while in more
affluent communities, especially in ndébbott school districts, the focus of charter schools
tends to be more comprehensive, perhaps attending to the preferences of more affluest famil
or the needs of students neglected by mainstream institutions. Given the small number of charter
schools observed in each setting, it is possible that the patterns described above are coincidental,
the result of differentiated demand and unique |caetidrs.

Further, darter schools affiliated with CMOs and, to a lesser extent, CDCs that are
defined as more markeriented in their outlook may not necessarily be responding to local
factor conditions, but rather seeking to replicate successful formpfa®d in other educational
markets or social service sectors. Decisions made within the marketplace that determine school
locations, educational programs, and student enroliments may adhere to previously successful
business practices without specifigalkacting to the proportion of African American school age
residents and measures of seeanomic need in their immediate neighborhoods as suggested

above.
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Finally, as noted earliegne could also argue that the overwhelming presence of charter
schoos in Abbott districts is evidence of a lack of market savvy and/or tendency to put school
missions above profit incentivelSstom a competitive standpointh&rter schools might be better
off identifying school districts that have the same level of educaltineed as Abbott districts
(e.g. Atlantic City), but are not identified as Abbott districts and do not reteveame level of
public expendituresSimilar to analyses described in previous chapters of this dissertation using
ESDA techniques, the evidee in this chapter does not allow for causal inferences and is limited
by the data and assumptions used to define spatial units and produce variables measuring

racial/ethnicity and socieconomic need.

Conclusion

This chapter confronts the need to moi@sely examine the relationship between charter
schools and educational consumers. Charter schools should be understood and studied as
independent actors within the educational marketplace with varied approaches to securing
competitive advantages. Whilemhand for new schooling options certainly shapes charter school
supply, the location of individual schools and the services they offer are likely influenced by a
more complex range of | ocal factors than sim
Jessey, the emergence specificcharter school types idifferentlocales raises questions about
the potential for charter schools to proviak students witha true range of schooling options.
Communityfocused schools are largely absent from areas wdtadents are most-ask, for
example, while backo-basics schools are heavily clustered in these areas. This is not to suggest
such findings conflict with laissez faire market models that account for differentiated demand

across sulgroups.The perceivd shortcomings of public education likely vary across locations
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and research has shown that different racial/ethnic groups and social classes rate their
educational priorities differently (Schneider, Marshall, Teske, & Roch, 1998; Weiher & Tedin,
2002). But, as demonstrated abowetributingthe supply of charter school types across New
Jersey solely to variations in parentso6 schoo
of factors that likely influence school level decisimaking (e.g. statassessment systems,
funder expectations, potenti al competitors) 0
given markets.The analysis presented in this chapter rests on the assumption that charter
schools, and in some cases their partner orgamnza have substantial control over the design

and promotion of their product. Findings support the hypothesis that more roaekged

schools (e.g. CMOs) strategically position themselves with-hégd communities to achieve

competitive advantages imow they are perceived and the students they enroll.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion

This dissertation presents an investigation of charter school supply in New Jersey. As
noted in previous chapters, researchers have devoted substantial energy to exammmpgct
of consumer demand on educational outcomes in charter schools, but far less attention has been
paid to how charter schools themselves choose to operate within the educational marketplace.
Drawing on rational choice theory and previous research @gtofit maximizing behavior of
firms, | hypothesized that charter schools, like consumers, are sensitive to both vertical product
differentiation (i.e. differences in educational quality) and horizontal product differentiation (i.e.
differences in schogpractices and services). They are therefore likely to locate in areas that
maximize competitive advantages and avoid areas with large proportions ofd@dh students
who are perceived as more challenging and costly to educate.

| used geographic inforation systems (GIS) and logistic regression analysis to look
critically at charter school locations svis student enroliments, external partnerships, and
educational programs or missiom short, | sought to further define supply side factors that
likely influence charter school locational decisiddet surprisingly,nitial analysegpresented in
chapter 4produced evidence of increased racial segregation between charter schools and their
surrounding communities when compared to traditional publiodamorms. These findings are
consistent with previoustudies ofstudent sorting icharter schools. What this chapter added to
both my own research and the larger bodyliterature on charter schools was a more
comprehensivainderstanding of the policgontext that surrounds and influences school level
behaviors. | examined charter schools immediate and adjacent neighdmduoss three spatial

scalesthe school distrigtcensus tract, and block graymd found initial evidence of charter
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schools exhilting circling patterns around predominately African American neighborhoods and,
to a lesser extent, leimcome neighborhoods.

In chapter 51 further demonstratethat New Jerseycharter schooldend to exhibit
behavior consistent with rational actorsek@g to gain strategic advantages within the
marketplace. Charter schools were shown to cluster in dn@dsallow themto effectively
balance consumer demand with reduced competition lespécifically, | observetvo distinct
clustering patternsFirst, charter schools imon-Abbott districs circle Abbott districts in a
narrow five mile band characterized by greater educational need and, presumably, consumer
demand. Second, charter schoolsAimbott districtscircle neighborhoods with higher level§ o
educational and economic disadvantage, and particularly neighborhoods with higher proportions
of African American residents. Logistic regression confirmed statistically significant associations
among charter school locations and proxies for market demeddcational need, and
neighborhood diversity, although estimates for race/ethnicity were less conclusive.

These findings do not rule out other factors that may influence charter school supply (e.g.
legal and practical constraints, social networks, jgalitalliances) odisallow for the possibility
that charter schools behave as -national actors committed to advancing particular school
missions, a point | have raised throughout this dissertation. Therefore, in chapter 6, | examined
the location of dierent charter schools types by external partnership and educational program. |
found that charterschools partnered with CMOs, which oftgeromoed backto-basics
educational plangended to bdound in more advantaged neighborhoods compared to district
norms. In contrastcharter schools partnered with CDCs and fagised organizations were
more likely to be found in more disadvantaged neighborhoods. | concludedmitrat

entrepreneurial or marketrientedschools are inclined to seek out competitigdvamtages by
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locating in more desirable neighborhoods, while charter schools with stronger community ties
are less attentive to such concemigpporting the theory that charter school supply, at least in
part,reflectsrational decisiormaking within theeducational marketplace.

Of course, it is important to note that this study faces several limitaiblesdecision to
examine charter school behaviors in small scale geographic units (e.g. census tracts and block
groups) presented data restrictiorteat forced me, at times, tase proxiesto account for
potentially motivating factors, such as academic achievement, crime and safety, and
discrimination Future research will benefit from examining charter school supplyays hat
allow for the inclusion ohew data sourced. also did not givefull attention to theevolving
nature of charter school reform and the ongoing learning that likely oaouwagauthorizers,
charter school operators, and their surroundmgnmunities Factors that influence schoeiveel
decisions are likely fluid and change over time. The findings presented here would benefit from
additional research based on interviews, focus groups, and/or surveys to hear from charter school
operatorsthemselvesabout how theyrespond to reform exgetations and make decisions.
Finally, close examination of charter school locations revealed outcomes that likely warrant
further investigation. A number of charter schools, for example, were found in close proximity to
school district boundaries. This snaesult from charter schools attempting to position
themselves to access multiple markets, buth speculation is not supported by evidence
presented in this dissertation. Charter school supplyalssound to be responsive to private
school competita, but there is wide variation among private schoolgypature research may
benefit from the deep investigation of particular localities to gain a better understanding of
specific charter school supply patterngn addition, | expect there to be limitans in

generalizing findings to other state&s noted earlier, differences in charter school laws and
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authorizing processes, as well as charter school responses to educational, economic, socio
cultural, and political norms may significantly affect sché®el behaviors. Research has
already demonstrated that the tendency of New Jersey charter schoolstepoesent African
American students and disproportionately locate in large urban districts is not universal to other
states Evidence drawn from Azbna using GIS and detailed in chapter 2, for example, showed
charter schools enrolling disproportionate numbers of white students (Cobb & Glass,11999).
remains unclear whether the largaloservedpattern of strategic positioningp New Jersey
expressedhrough charter school clustasstheresultof factors and policy decisiorspecific to

this state contextmost notably the creation of Abbott districts, or represiareé of amore
universal pattern of charter school supphdditional research is nded to better understand
charter school responses to factdrat mayinfluence school decisiemaking and supply in

other contexts both locally and across states.

Despite these limitationsny dissertatiormakes an important contribution to the charter
school literature | was able tause GIS and dynamic mappingmbined withmore conventional
research methods look beyond state and district lewkdtaand compare charter schools to their
immediate neighborhood contexXthe examination of micro level date.g. census tracts and
block groups) provided new insights into charter school behaviors and supply, at least in New
Jersey. | demonstrated that student enrollment patterns vary at different spatial scales and
racial/ethnic sorting tends to be most sevat the neighborhood or block group level. Further,
this phenomenon seemsresult from the tendency of charter schools to cluster around or circle
neighborhoods of high demara phenomenon that could only be observed by lookiraharter
school locabnswithin school districts. Charter school research has frequiattsed on broad,

aggregate comparisonsecause it is difficult to find publickavailable data describing student
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population characteristics at a higher spatial resolution using coowahtapproaches to

researchThe methods | employedrovidedaccess t@imilar information but appliedt in a way

that allowed me to develagpmoredetailed account of individual charter sch@oigarket spaces
Further, ny methods are smalardized andorovide an easily replicablapproach to

examining charter schools. Passearch into charter school enroliments, including those using

GIS and mapping, have often relied on hypothetical and often unsubstantiated marketplaces to

overcome data limitationand better understand charter school behaviors. While these studies

may be successful in identifying unique market factors that guide charter school deagiog

in specific communities, they fail to provide a broader picture of charter schools tergjenci

account for how decisiemaking may vary at different spatial scal&ke result of this research

is a more comprehensive understanding of how charter schools may engage educational

marketplacesone that builds on emerging evidence suggestivager schools adhere to general

supply patterns across contextahich may include clustering arounthigh demand

neighborhoodg¢see Gulosina2008 Lubienski, Weitzel & Gulosina2009.

Building bridges: The role of charter schools in public education

The anergence otharter school clusteishallenges the notion that charter schools are
well suited to serve afamilies who demandgreater school choice. Insteddey may privilege
families who reside in their immediate surrounding neighborhoods, have the time and
resourcedo seek outnew schooling options. This ot a novel observation. As David Garcia
(2010) notes, charter schools have frequently been accused/isigam | v At he dieser vir
that is, creaming or cropping the most able aadvantagd students from disadvantaged

populations The locationand distributioo f New Jer seyds charter schoc
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more pervasiveeffect thanhas previously beestudied anddiscussedStrategic responses to
marketbased competition may isolatéarter schools from the larger public education system
an outcome that seems likely even among those scidmise mission is to send@gh-needs
children Consider that New Jersey contaBis Abbott districts areaswheredemand for new
schooling optios should be strondyut only 15 out of 70charter school$ocatedin Abbott
districtsfound outsideCamden, Trentorgr the Greater Newark are®/ithin thesemetropolitan
areaspnly two schools are found in neighborhoods classified asriegls by the nethodology
used in this dissertatiqisee p. 171)

The rapid growth of charter schaoln New Jerseyappears to have had smmewhat
paradoxical effect. Agolicymakers have increasingly favoretacter schools as a preferred
approach to improvingchool grformance and worked to increakeit numberthe advantages
of clustering hag narrowed potential charter scholacations To be fair, bdarter school
supporters are likely to respondttos observation into seemingly obvious waysirst, this is
precisely why we more charter scho@se neededinitial successcombined with a shrinking
consumer poolwill prompt schools toeventuallyseek out new, untapped marke8econd,
charter schoolshould not be responsible for solving all the failings of ouulgic education
system. They are simplytended to provide parents wistiternative schooling optionalbeit in
an effort to galvanize broad schoolimprovement It is unreasonable to hold a few schools
responsible fosolving the inequitable distribtin of st udentsé | earning o
that has always been heavily segregated by race and class.

Further, it is worth noting that absent charter schools there is not an effective strategy in
place to reduce student stratification in publicasb. Recent court rulings have made clear that

student assignment plans that include specific racial/ethnic criteria are unlikely to survive legal
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scrutiny’® Properly leveraged, expanded school choice may actually provide new and intriguing
possibilities for integrating public schoolsCharter schools are not constrained by existing
student catchment zonesaking it easierffrom them toerroll studentsliving outside their
immediateneighborhood or district of residence. Thag not beholden to state regtibns or
curriculum guidelinesallowing them topromote educational programsexplicitly aimed at
increasing stdent diversity The data preseadl in this dissertation shows thiew Jersey
charter schooldhave succeeded in drawirgjsproportionate numbgrof African American
students into more diverse and better resourced communities, resulting in more integrated
learning environments then comparable public or private schools. This outcome helps explain
why charter schools are often vigorously supported many lowincome, minority
neighborhoods where they appear as forces of liberation from a neglectful public education
system.

Combined, hese factors have led soradvocatego openly question whether student
sorting in charter schools is, in fact, a lplem worth worrying about. It may be that more
homogeneous enrollments in schools with a clear sense of mission and track record of high
performanceare preferable to thpursut of outdated notions of educational equite. student
integration)that cone atthe expense of academic focsgéGarcia, 2010p. 36. Policymakers
have increasingly viewed charter school reform apreferredsolution for raising student
performanceacrossour entire public education systerAs mentioned previouslyhe $4.35

billion federal Raced the Top ompetitionincludedcharter schools as a key componenthaf

" The 2007 United States Supreme Court rulingaments Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School

District No. 1,for example, found that race cannot be an explicit consideration in achieving student body integration
(Eckes, 20@). Similar decisions have been applied to charter school legislatiBealrfort County Board of

Education v. Lighthouse Charter School Commjtee8outh Carolina state trial court found racial balancing

| anguage within theesuatefstchattenabkbch8pecstftatatly,
circumstance may a charter school enroliment differ from the racial composition of the school district by more than
10%0 (Eckes, 2010, p. 57).
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nationds most dygld a mares aligned edutafion systemt agross the states.
Without a strong commitment to the promotion and rapid growth otehschools, states were
unlikely to succeed in winning federal dollars.

New Jersey s Race t (RTTT) happlicaliom pxemplifies how states are
incorporating charter school reform intooaderefforts to turn around loyerforming schools.
The applicéion proposed aomprehensiv@lanfor improving educational outcoméy creating
school renewal zones &ncouragecrossdistrict collaboratio and crosservice programs, but
was quick to concedthati | aggi ng school s of yesoftemodoawy neec
(New Jersey Dept. of Educatio010, p. EGHPCr i t i c al to New Jerseyobs
school s 6New derseytDepy pf Equcation 2 01 0, p . E5)0 for expa
reform In 2011, thestateapproved 23 new charter sch®oincreasing their total number by
nearly 50%.This policy decision represesa significant shift in thelegree ofesponsibility for
improving educational outcomessigned charter schools

Here is the crux of the argument against charter schoadlediug. The tendency for
charter schools to separate themselves from our public education system raises questions about
the faith policymakershave placed inthem as beachheads for more expansive refdfrilew
Jersey views crossector and crosservice ollaboration as essential to turning around -low
performing schools, it is unclear how charter schools seemingly focused on carefully cultivated
consumer groups and isolated from larger student populatidh$elp facilitate this process.
How do we expectcharter school practices to be scalgd and shared across the larger
educational system?Vhat happens to those students who do not live in districts or

neighborhoods with charter schools; students who are unable or unwilling to travel significant
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distan@s to attend sch&® Given thatcharter schoolfiave receive disproportionateattention
from funders and reformerwill students in norcharter schoolsoonface chronic neglect?
Thesequestions are not easily addressed by conventional explanationswiachiaoter
schools may benefit students attending -nbarter schoolghat is, that competition through
increased choice will force all schools to improve or risk losing students. édence on the
impact of competition on neighboring schools and neatbdents is mixed and does not justify
rapid expansion. Second, and more importantly, this line of argument is not consistent with
descriptions of charter schools as part of a
access to schools of thechoice. The issue here is the apparent disconnect between charter
school reform and parallel efforts to improve educational outcomes. Charter schools are too often
assumed to fit seamlessly into larger reform efforts because they are expect to emscgedli
districts and neighborhoods where demand is strongest and students are most in need. This
outcome is understood to be logical result of rational choices made within the educational
marketplace. The evidence presented in this dissertation, hoveeveg ws t h a't New J
charter school supply is influenced by a more complex set of factors than simple responses to
vertical and horizontal product differentiation, and although the locations of individual schools
may reflect an efficient distributiorf @ducational resources, it is not an equitable distribution of
new schooling options.
Below, | present three policy recommendationgended to curtail charter school
clustering and increase student accesse learning opportunitiesSpecifically, | atempt to
rethink how we define, regulate, and support charter school markets. Rathetetianathe
merits of charter schookxpansion | choose tansteadfocus on how we may better integrate

individual schools intdroader reform strategiesstablishig them as one strategy fionproving
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school performancen high needsareas’ Consistent with thefindings presented in this
dissertation, | emphasize the importancedokcting charter schoolgoward neighborhoods
where additional resources and schoolmpgionsappeamost neededEnsuring broader access

to charter schools is not just a question of fairness, butcaiscal to fosteringmore effective
learning environments Schools that separate themselves from residents they perceive as
At hr e atend to undegndine the social capital of the comniesitesearch show®Noguera,
2003).By identifying areas wheneew approaches to school governance and practice may prove
beneficial] policymakers can help develop and grow charter school reform way that

complements our existing public education system.

Policy Recommendation #1: Implement“ s ma e’ ¢ & defend anceregulate charter

school markets.

Many plicymakersview charter school caps (i.e. limits on the total number of charter
schools)asthe primary barrierto increasingstudent access to charter schodlse elimination of
charter school cap$or examplewas strongly encouraged by the recent fadBace to the Top
competition.This line ofthinking, of course, follows a obviolsgic. More charter schools mean
more students attending charter schoplesumablyin areas where they would otherwise not
exist. The evidence presented in this dissertation, however, demonstrates that simply raising or
eliminating charter school caps may mdfectively distributenew learning opportunitiescross
all student groupsespeciallyto those living in less desirable neighborhoo#@sidence of

clusteing in select urban settingaiggests thatew schools may not seek auttappednarkets

L Charter school reform need not be limited tis #ingle pursuit, of course, and regulations or incentives that
encourage charter schools to seek out high need areas should not undermine the other goals of reform (e.g.
autonomy, competition, choice, innovation).
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but rather continue tdocat in areas whereharter schoolaform is alreadyvell establishedat
least in New Jersey

My point is that mostmarketsbenefit fromsomedegree ofoversight andegulation a
facet of reform that isrequently ignored irdiscussion®f charter schoal ASmart capso
attempt to rethink the stateds role in granti
they are designed to carefully manage charter school growth by establishing a more rigorous
proces for approving karter schools, prioritizinguccessful schooling models and high needs
|l ocati ons. Broadly speaking, Asmart capso ar
educational opportunitiesffered to students attending chartechools and investments made
across the larger educational system.

The state of Massachusetts establ ifisAhcetd a
Rel ative t o t heasamxeludedovits Rexentd theGlamp application. Included in
this new law was language aligning clearschoolreformwi t h t he st ateds | a
improve school performance its highest need district®riority was given to applications for
charter school#o belocated in school distristscoring in the lowest 10% of school performance
statewide.The state must approve annually a set number of schools in these districts before
charter schools can be approved in other areas. At the same time, clear parameters were
established for the permissible size of charter school markets in school distretikite local
conflicts and encourage broacer distribution of schod across urban center€harterschools
maynotaccount for more than 9% of a districtos
lowest 10% of school performance) encouragingrteinaschool founders to seek out new
locations once a district or market becomes satur&adher,charter schols approved by the

stateBoard of the Department of Elementary and Secondary Educ@atmnCommonwealth
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charter schools) may not be locatedschool districtsscoring in the highest 10% of school
performance, owith less than 30,000 students. Charter schamdspermitted irsmaller, more
affluent school districts, but they must be authorized by Isclabol boards

The use of enaldesplicytakerstophslomore strategically about how to
create spaces for charter schools to enter the marketplace wsthigetting students tthe
negative consequencesuwffetteredcompetition They can effectivelygrive newschoolstoward
areaswhere they will bemost valued.On e may argue that Asmart
accountability. Not only do charter schools face a more rigorolm@azation process, but the
push toward new marketsay foster more genuine competition, making it diffidioit charter
schools tdouild education programs around isolated, niche gropthe same time, identifying
educational spaces where the state recogmimdssupports the contributions cfarter school
reform may help increasadividual school autonomyCharter schools may gain the confidence
to develop more innovative educational programs without feeling the need to justify their

existence.

Policy Recommendation #2 — Create incentives for charter schools to locate in high needs

areas through state capital subsidies.

It is well established within the charter school literature that the cost of building and
maintaining a new or converted school building is a major barrier to entering the educational
marketplace While a limited number of higperforming ad well publicized charter schools
have shown themselves to be very successful in securing additional private dalayscharter
schools face growing pains typical to young busiessggth limited capital. They struggk to

secure lowinterest loans toaver stadup costs (e.g. securing facilities, purchasing materials,
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hiring staff, legal fees and marketing) and lack staff with the experience needed to take
advantage of available federal and state grants.

A reasonable reaction to this of set of circtanses, of course, is to do nothidgr e n 6 t
markets supposed to reward the masie firms? Charter schools that demonstrate an ability to
overcome initial obstacles to success shduddewarded for their efforts. Other schools should
be closedThis argument has merit when charter schools are in their initial planning stages and
there is little cost associated with the unsuccesstibns of policy entrepreneurs, bubae a
charter school has beenpapvedthe state has a vested interest in seeing ibrbecsuccessful.
Closing failing schools may be a necessary part of refouingharter schools are not restaurants
or retail stores. The public is not well served by a flood of school closures. There is significant
risk in creating a turnstile effect wheeslults and children are shufflextioss opening and
closing schoolsprodugng the same negative consequences as high student mobility rates.

In a number of states, policymakers have taken steps to increase doppdrarter
schools in theirstartup phase. It is common, for exampl®, offer charter schoolspace in
vacant school buildingsat minimum cost. This approachhas brought with it political
controversies, however, as administrators, teachers, and parents-ehamtar schools often
bristle & sharing space and what they perceive as a giveaway of public resources. Further, vacant
school buildings are often in disrepair and located in neighborhoods where the state has already
determined that traditional public schools are unnecessary or yrtiikelicceed.

An alternative solution that mayeto provide capital subsidies for building construction
costs. This approach to school building financing is commaaity childhood education where
a mix of public, norprofit, and forprofit providersreceive public funding to provide early

learning services. Specifically, state capital subsidies are frequently used to help small business
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secure loans and manage déebu bsi di es may be either fAshall ow
amount of ugront capitd they provide to business (Sussman & Gillman, 2007). There are three
commontypes ofi shal | owo subsi dies. First, state age
between 50% and 80%) to bring conventional bank debt within reach of besitrestsvould
otherwise be viewed as risky investments. Second, that state may provide direct loans through
state economic development agencies. Most states already offer small business loans in this
manner. Third, states may provide subsidies to help lower interestaiate make debt more
manageabléSussman & Gillman, 2007All three approachebkelp support business in fields
with small profit margins, but are also limited in that theygetedbusiness that have the
internally capacity to take on substantial debt.

Recently,the Connecticut Health and Education Facilities Authdragprovided deeper
subsidies to both municipal and nprofit early childhood providers As part of ATh
Readiness Act, 0 pass e-dxemphbord®add’secdrboncinsiwwanatoe i s s
guarantee lownterest rateswhile agreeing to cover 70% of capital costs. The state issued 30
year bonds, allowing for a longmortization periodvhereby small initial subsidies, allocated
through the state budget, would provide sabgal capital over the lontgrm. An initial $2.5
million investment yielded $41.6 million in bond proceeds, resulting in 18 new or renovated
child care centers serving 3,150 children (Sussman & Gillman, 2007).

These approaches to state capital subsifliekave drawbacks. The state is contingt
resources to business or organizations that may not exist over the long run and, in some cases,
may be subsidizing construction that would have occurred anyway. But, similar investments in
the construction of newharter school buildings would lend valuable supporedocational

programsthat the state hamlreadycommitted to seeing become successful through a rigorous
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authorization process. Further, state subsidies can be contingembdwmdual schools
commiting to locationsbelieved to serve the larger public good. For example, charter schools
can become eligible for loan forgiveness programs by locating in high needs neighbohimoods
this way, state resources can be better leveraged to encourage chaxdés sxlocate in spaces

they might otherwise ignore without undermining the basic principles of reform.

Policy Recommendation #3 — Establish a uniform system of metrics for evaluating charter
schools to expand our focus beyond student test scores.

The dove recommendations are designed to push charter schools toward areas where
new schooling options are most needed. New regulations combinedinaititial incentives
may rewardcharter schools for locating in closer proximity to students with high n@édse
recommendationshowever,do not addressa primary reasorfor charter school clustersas
discussedn this dissertationCharter schools appear sensitive to how they are perceived in the
marketplace and take steps to reduce potential associatitnfowiperformng neighborhoods
and students. Thishenomenon may be largely attributed to a significkstonnect between the
expectations we hold for charter school reform and the criteria we use to judge individual
schools Charter schools may pursuaverse missions, including civic education, service
learning, cultural competency, etc., lovg possess few quantitative measures beyond sttestgnt
scoredo evaluate school performance. As a redlificussions of reform tend to becofoeused
on this me data pointand even for those schools that do not prioritize student achievement,
long-term sustainability is linked to academic performance.

Comparisons betweelNew Jer seyos ¢ h a r tamdrthe sulzségoeat! app

information required in charteschool annual reporteexemplifiesthis point Charter school
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applicantsmust describe their overarching educational mission and spesificationalgoals

prior to opening a new school. Thenust provide a detailed financial plan, a fully developed
educaibnal program (e.gtargetedstudent populations, student assessments, school culture and
discipline procedures, family and community engagement strategies, and school founders and
governance structurepnd a selassessment and accountability plan. Imtcast, New Jersey

requires authorized charter schools to include the following information in their annual reports:

1. Review of state and local assessment activities and student achievement results in the
context of the school OgsategreaayPsogress;d r equi r e
2. Review of progress: incorporating the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content
Standards, delivering an educational program leading to high achievement for all
students and providing professional development and support for teachers;
3. Revian of school governance and managemestamnplishments
4. Description of ativities toinvolve parents andoenmunitymembers angublic
relations and outreacltivities;
5. Description of sudent andstaff recruitmentactivities;

6. Reviewof the € h o @dlf-évduation and accountabilitylan.

The annual report clearly priorities student achievement outcomes, evidenced by both its
primacy in the reportsgecriteria one and two) and the limited attention given to other facets of a
school 6s e duc anmay argue tipat tioegemaimng cri@nmagin fact, are more focused
on political concerns (e.g. governance, community engagement, public relations, student and

staff recruitment) than school level practices. The exception is criteria six which reviews a give
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s ¢ h o o leGatuatieneahdfaccountability plahhe state providekitle direction however, on
how accountability plans should be carried out. They tend to be reported in narrative form and
are unique to each school. They cannot be easily comparedsacharter schools or to
educational outcomes within the larger public school landscape.

What s interesting is that while evaluatio$ charter schooreform are driven by
student test scordabere is an emerging effort within out larger educatioyatesn to rethink
how we measure educational outcomes. Policymakers have become aware of the need to use
multiple measures acroasroader range of school practices to evalsateoolperformance. A
number of newly developed state teacher evaluation sgstEmexample, rely on classroom
observations, peer reviews, professional development, and student achievement to produce a
common effectiveness index. Risk assessment systems have been put in place to not only
measure student performance over time, lsgess schodével actions to intervene with under
performing students. And, a number of paofit organizations working with school districts
have developed metrics for evaluating school success across a broad range of categories. New
Leaders for New Sdvls created the Urban Excellence Framework, which includes key metrics
to assess school practice in areas known to influence student achievement, including: teaching
and learning; school culture; staff alignment; operations and systems; and leadership.

Failing to take a similar approadh evaluating charter schools pladisitations on how
reform is discussed and propagatedcent research suggests that systematic differences among
charter schools in mission orientation, student enrollments, schoalizatjan, and location
produce differences in schooling processes and outcomes. Charter schools that-tesiget at
youths have been shown to adopt more innovative teaching techniques and curricula, including

self-paced lessons, flexible schedules, andskto-work programs, than schools serving more
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traditional students (Ausbrooks, Barrett, & Daniel, 2005).-pfofit charter schools linked to
EMOs tend to be larger and more conservative tharnmamket schools, which are more likely

to be organized arowl particular themes either in content (e.g. ethnocentric curriculum) or focus
(e.g. vocational education) (Carpenter, 2005; Henig, et al. 2005; Ladhameet, 2006). And,
cyber and homschool charter schools employ organizational and governance msatbgt

defy public education norms and provide for teaching and learning beyond classroom walls
(Huerta, Gonzalez, & dO6Entremont, 2006) .

A more comprehensive set of common metrics is needed to assess school performance.
These metrics need not be viewasl questions on high stakes se&tut rather as an effort to
provide a more complete picture of the hard work being done at the ground level within charter
schools. School leaders could explicitly choose in their annual reports to emphasize (or de
emphasie) metrics most suited to thearticular school missions, and authorizers would be
provided with a better understanding of why such decisions were made and their potential impact
on student learningdne may argue that this type of accountabiltguce the level of autonomy
granted to charter schools, but | contend that such reporting has the opposite effect. In the
absence of cleameasurable to describeh ar t er school sd6 educational

turn to the little hard data they have: stuidist scores.

Conclusion

Like many reforms that challenge institutional norms, charter schoolsustoeconfront
our expectations and ideals concerning public schooling and, more broadly, publit ife.
perhaps not surprisingharter school deactors worry that the limited dispersal of new choices

through the marketplace signifies a retreat from our-Etagding commitment to educational
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equity established ilBrown v. Board of Educationin its place is the rampant pursuit of
economic efficiacy; creating a bold new world where communities and populations that are
perceived as the most difficult to work with become the unintended victims of shifts in resources,
personnel, and policymaker attention. Such rhetdd@ty overstate the negativeeonsequences

of charter school reform, but it is not inconsistent with the type of reactionary thinking that
frequently accompanies debates over our core social vaMiebe very least, the evidence
presented in this dissertation suggests a tendenchéoter schools to remove themselves from
neighborhoods where support is most needed. The potential for educational investments to
follow these decisions may negatively impact those students who are left behind.

Jeff Henig (2008) has noted that as thertraschool movement has evolved our
understanding of reform has become more nuanced and complex. Charter schools are
increasingly understood to be neither immune to the problems of plague many traditional public
schools, nor academies of privilege andedbenice. Many charter school founders consistently
show themselves to be dedicated professionals, deeply committed to running effective schools,
but improving educational outcomes is hard. At the same time, public discourse has not followed
this path andeven within the research community, discussions of charter schools frequently
remain heated, breaking down along ideological lines (Henig, 2008). Charter schools all too
often find themselves in the difficult position of responding to the most extrenmesatai both
sides of the policy debate, which undoubtedly shapes how they engage the educational
marketplace and present themselves to the public.

The recommendations included in this chapter are not intended to resolve disputes about
the fundamental purpesof public schoolingRather, they serve as responses to charter school

reform as it currently exists. They are intended to better promote charter schools as one strategy
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for increasing student access to new educational resources and learning opporuthoat
sacrificing the markebased principles that drive reform. At three key points in the life of a
charter school, levers are created to push charter schools toward better engaging high needs
communities. Market entry is more tightly regulated tlpgdu A s m a Prioritycisagiven to

charter schools choosing to locate in the lovpestorming areas, while limits on available
market share will eventually push schools toward untapped markets. School building
construction is incentivized. Charter sol®gain access to small business loans or other state
capital subsidies in exchange for locating in dpgrforming areas. Finally, a more
comprehensive set of metrics is established to better evaluated charter school practices across
multiple domains. Thee recommendations are all designed to alleviate the pressure placed on
charter schools to justify their presence in the educational marketplace and instead focus on
building successful educational programs that can effectively compete for studentsrbéised o

learning experiences they provide.
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Appendix A

CHARTER SCHOOL PROGRAM ACT OF 1995, N.J.S.A. 18A:36A
Effective January 1996

Amended November 2000

18A:36A-1. Short title
This act shall be known and may be cited as the "Charter School Program Act of 1995."

L.1995,c426,s.1.

18A:36A-2. Findings, declarations relative to establishment of charter schools

The Legislature finds and declares that the establishment of charter schools as part of this State's
program of public education can assist in promoting compreheegueational reform by

providing a mechanism for the implementation of a variety of educational approaches which may
not be available in the traditional public school classroom. Specifically, charter schools offer the
potential to improve pupil learningaerease for students and parents the educational choices
available when selecting the learning environment which they feel may be the most appropriate;
encourage the use of different and innovative learning methods; establish a new form of
accountability ér schools; require the measurement of learning outcomes; make the school the
unit for educational improvement; and establish new professional opportunities for teachers.

The Legislature further finds that the establishment of a charter school prograthediest

interests of the students of this State and it is therefore the public policy of the State to encourage
and facilitate the development of charter schools.

L.1995,c.426,s.2.
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18A:36A-3. Charter school program established

a. The Commissioner of Hdation shall establish a charter school program which shall provide

for the approval and granting of charters to charter schools pursuant to the provisions of this act.
A charter school shall be a public school operated under a charter granted by thssoamem

which is operated independently of a local board of education and is managed by a board of
trustees. The board of trustees, upon receiving a charter from the commissioner, shall be deemed
to be public agents authorized by the State Board of Eidud®a supervise and control the

charter school.

b. The program shall authorize the establishment of not more than 135 charter schools during the
48 months following the effective date of this act. A minimum of three charter schools shall be
allocated teeach county. The commissioner shall actively encourage the establishment of charter
schools in urban school districts with the participation of institutions of higher education.

L.1995,c.426,s.3.

18A:36A-4. Establishment of charter school

a. A charter sabol may be established by teaching staff members, parents with children
attending the schools of the district, or a combination of teaching staff members and parents. A
charter school may also be established by an institution of higher education otex gmiitst

located within the State in conjunction with teaching staff members and parents of children
attending the schools of the district. If the charter school is established by a private entity,
representatives of the private entity shall not constigutnajority of the trustees of the school,

and the charter shall specify the extent to which the private entity shall be involved in the
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operation of the school. The name of the charter school shall not include the name or
identification of the private dity, and the private entity shall not realize a net profit from its
operation of a charter school. A private or parochial school shall not be eligible for charter
school status.

b. A currently existing public school is eligible to become a charter sdtbel following

criteria are met:

(1) At least 51% of the teaching staff in the school shall have signed a petition in support of the
school becoming a charter school; and

(2) At least 51% of the parents or guardians of pupils attending that public sbladidiave

signed a petition in support of the school becoming a charter school.

c. An application to establish a charter school shall be submitted to the commissioner and the
local board of education or State superintendent, in the case of @&tated school district, in

the school year preceding the school year in which the charter school will be established. The
board of education or State superintendent shall review the application and forward a
recommendation to the commissioner within 60 dayeoéipt of the application. The
commissioner shall have final authority to grant or reject a charter application.

d. The local board of education or a charter school applicant may appeal the decision of the
commissioner to the State Board of Educatiore Bkate board shall render a decision within 30
days of the date of the receipt of the appeal. If the State board does not render a decision within
30 days, the decision of the commissioner shall be deemed final.

e. A charter school established during 48emonths following the effective date of this act,

other than a currently existing public school which becomes a charter school pursuant to the

provisions of subsection b. of section 4 of this act, shall not have an enrollment in excess of 500
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students ogreater than 25% of the student body of the school district in which the charter school
is established, whichever is less.

Any two charter schools within the same public school district that are not operating the same
grade levels may petition the commasger to amend their charters and consolidate into one

school. The commissioner may approve an amendment to consolidate, provided that the basis for
consolidation is to accommodate the transfer of students who would otherwise be subject to the
random selei@n process pursuant to section 8 of P.L.1995, ¢.426 (C.18AS36A

L.1995,c.426,s.4; amended 2000,c.142,s.1.

18A:36A-5. Application for charter school

The application for a charter school shall include the following information:

a. The identification ofhe charter applicant;

b. The name of the proposed charter school;

c. The proposed governance structure of the charter school including a list of the proposed
members of the board of trustees of the charter school or a description of the qualifications an
method for the appointment or election of members of the board of trustees;

d. The educational goals of the charter school, the curriculum to be offered, and the methods of
assessing whether students are meeting educational goals. Charter school Statdrgs

required to meet the same testing and academic performance standards as established by law and
regulation for public school students. Charter school students shall also meet any additional
assessment indicators which are included within the @happroved by the commissioner;

e. The admission policy and criteria for evaluating the admission of students which shall comply

with the requirements of section 8 of this act;
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f. The age or grade range of students to be enrolled;

g. The school calendand school day schedule;

h. A description of the charter school staff responsibilities and the proposed qualifications of
teaching staff;

i. A description of the procedures to be implemented to ensure significant parental involvement
in the operation of thechool;

J. A description of, and address for, the physical facility in which the charter school will be
located;

k. Information on the manner in which community groups will be involved in the charter school
planning process;

I. The financial plan for theharter school and the provisions which will be made for auditing the
school pursuant to the provisions of N.J.S.18At23

m. A description of and justification for any waivers of regulations which the charter school will
request; and

n. Such other infornteon as the commissioner may require.

L.1995,c.426,s.5.

18A:36A-6. Powers of charter school

A charter school established pursuant to the provisions of this act shall be a body corporate and
politic with all powers necessary or desirable for carrying tsutharter program, including, but

not limited to, the power to:

a. Adopt a name and corporate seal; however, any name selected shall include the words "charter

school;"
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b. Sue and be sued, but only to the same extent and upon the same conditiontiza¢atipy

can be sued;

c. Acquire real property from public or private sources, by purchase, lease, lease with an option
to purchase, or by gift, for use as a school facility;

d. Receive and disburse funds for school purposes;

e. Make contracts and leas®r the procurement of services, equipment and supplies;

f. Incur temporary debts in anticipation of the receipt of funds;

g. Solicit and accept any gifts or grants for school purposes; and

h. Have such other powers as are necessary to fulfill its clzxtiewhich are not inconsistent

with this act or the requirements of the commissioner.

The board of trustees of a charter school shall comply with the provisions of the "Open Public
Meetings Act,” P.L.1975, c.231 (C.1084et seq.).

L.1995,c.426,s.6.

18A:36A-7. Student admissions to charter school

A charter school shall be open to all students on a space available basis and shall not
discriminate in its admission policies or practices on the basis of intellectual or athletic ability,
measures of achievemteor aptitude, status as a handicapped person, proficiency in the English
language, or any other basis that would be illegal if used by a school district; however, a charter
school may limit admission to a particular grade level or to areas of conaantrthe school,

such as mathematics, science, or the arts. A charter school may establish reasonable criteria to
evaluate prospective students which shall be outlined in the school's charter.

L.1995,c.426,s.7.
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18A:36A-8. Enrollment preference

a. Preferace for enrollment in a charter school shall be given to students who reside in the
school district in which the charter school is located. If there are more applications to enroll in
the charter school than there are spaces available, the charter setics#lect students to

attend using a random selection process. A charter school shall not charge tuition to students who
reside in the district

b. A charter school shall allow any student who was enrolled in the school in the immediately
preceding schogjear to enroll in the charter school in the appropriate grade unless the
appropriate grade is not offered at the charter school.

c. A charter school may give enrollment priority to a sibling of a student enrolled in the charter
school.

d. If available spee permits, a charter school may enroll mesident students. The terms and
condition of the enrollment shall be outlined in the school's charter and approved by the
commissioner.

e. The admission policy of the charter school shall, to the maximum @xéaticable, seek the
enrollment of a cross section of the community's school age population including racial and
academic factors.

L.1995,c.426,s.8.

18A:36A-9. Withdrawal, expulsion from charter school
A student may withdraw from a charter school at@mg. A student may be expelled from a

charter school based on criteria determined by the board of trustees, which are consistent with
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the provisions of N.J.S.18A:37, and approved by the commissioner as part of the school's
charter. Any expulsion shalelmade upon the recommendation of the charter school principal,
in consultation with the student's teachers.

L.1995,c.426,s.9.

18A:36A-10. Location of charter school

A charter school may be located in part of an existing public school building, in spaaked

on a public work site, in a public building, or any other suitable location. The facility shall be
exempt from public school facility regulations except those pertaining to the health or safety of
the pupils. A charter school shall not construtaality with public funds.

L.1995,c.426,s.10.

18A:36A-11. Operation of charter school

a. A charter school shall operate in accordance with its charter and the provisions of law and
regulation which govern other public schools; except that, upon thestexfuitbe board of

trustees of a charter school, the commissioner may exempt the school from State regulations
concerning public schools, except those pertaining to assessment, testing, civil rights and student
health and safety, if the board of trusteatssactorily demonstrates to the commissioner that the
exemption will advance the educational goals and objectives of the school.

b. A charter school shall comply with the provisions of chapter 46 of Title 18A of the New

Jersey Statutes concerning theyismn of services to handicapped students; except that the

fiscal responsibility for any student currently enrolled in or determined to require a private day or

residential school shall remain with the district of residence.
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c. A charter school shall coypwith applicable State and federal adiscrimination statutes.

L.1995,c.426,s.11.

18A:36A-12. Definitions; per pupil payments to charter school

a. As used in this section:

"Maximum T&E amount” means the T&E amount plus the T&E flexible amount faoukdget

year weighted for kindergarten, elementary, middle school and high school respectively as set
forth in section 12 of P.L.1996, c.138 (C.18ATE);

"Program budget" means the sum in the prebudget year inflated by the CPI rate published most
recent © the budget calculation of core curriculum standards aid; supplemental core curriculum
standards aid; stabilization aid, including supplemental stabilization aid and supplemental school
tax reduction aid; designated general fund balance; miscellanealigémeral fund revenue;

and the district's general fund tax levy.

b. The school district of residence shall pay directly to the charter school for each student
enrolled in the charter school who resides in the district an amount equal to the lowegrof eith
90% of the program budget per pupil for the specific grade level in the district or 90% of the
maximum T&E amount. The per pupil amount paid to the charter school shall not exceed the
program budget per pupil for the specific grade level in the digtrighich the charter school is
located. The district of residence shall also pay directly to the charter school any categorical aid
attributable to the student, provided the student is receiving appropriate categorical services, and

any federal funds athutable to the student.
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c. For any student enrolled in a charter school in which 90% of the program budget per pupil for
the specific grade level is greater than 90% of the maximum T&E amount, the State shall pay the
difference between the two amounts.

d. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection b. of this section, in the case of a student who
was not included in the district's projected resident enrollment for the school year, the State shall
pay 100% of the amount required pursuant to subsectidrthissection for the first year of the
student's enrollment in the charter school.

e. The State shall make payments required pursuant to subsections c. and d. of this section
directly to the charter school.

L.1995,c.426,5.12; amended 2000,c.142,s.2.

18A:36A-13. Transportation for students

The students who reside in the school district in which the charter school is located shall be
provided transportation to the charter school on the same terms and conditions as transportation
is provided to students atiding the schools of the district. Nogsident students shall receive
transportation services pursuant to regulations established by the State board.

L.1995,c.426,s.13.

18A:36A-14. Authority of board of trustees; employees
a. The board of trustees otharter school shall have the authority to decide matters related to
the operations of the school including budgeting, curriculum, and operating procedures, subject

to the school's charter. The board shall provide for appropriate insurance against any loss
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damage to its property or any liability resulting from the use of its property or from the acts or
omissions of its officers and employees.

b. In the case of a currently existing public school which becomes a charter school pursuant to
the provisions bsubsection b. of section 4 of this act, all school employees of the charter school
shall be deemed to be members of the bargaining unit defined in the applicable agreement and
shall be represented by the same majority representative organization mplbyees covered

by that agreement. In the case of other charter schools, the board of trustees of a charter school
shall have the authority to employ, discharge and contract with necessary teachers and
nonlicensed employees subject to the school's chaerboard of trustees may choose whether
or not to offer the terms of any collective bargaining agreement already established by the school
district for its employees, but the board shall adopt any health and safety provisions of the
agreement. The chartschool and its employees shall be subject to the provisions of the "New
Jersey EmployeEmployee Relations Act,” P.L.1941, ¢.100 (C.34:1BAt seq.). A charter

school shall not set a teacher salary lower than the minimum teacher salary specifiaat pursua
section 7 of P.L.1985, ¢.321 (C.18A:8%) nor higher than the highest step in the salary guide

in the collective bargaining agreement which is in effect in the district in which the charter
school is located.

c. All classroom teachers and professibsupport staff shall hold appropriate New Jersey
certification. The commissioner shall make appropriate adjustments in the alternate route
program in order to expedite the certification of persons who are qualified by education and
experience.

d. A publc school employee, tenured or rtmured, may request a leave of absence of up to

three years from the local board of education or State district superintendent in order to work in a
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charter school. Approval for a leave of absence shall not be unrepsertabeld. Employees

on a leave of absence as provided herein shall remain in, and continue to make contributions to,
their retirement plan during the time of the leave and shall be enrolled in the health benefits plan
of the district in which the chartechool is located. The charter school shall make any required
employer's contribution to the district's health benefits plan.

e. Public school employees on a leave shall not accrue tenure in the public school system but
shall retain tenure, if so appligie, and shall continue to accrue seniority, if so applicable, in the
public school system if they return to their admarter school when the leave ends. An employee

of a charter school shall not accrue tenure pursuant to N.J.S.28AN.J.S.18A:173, ar
N.J.S.18A:285, but shall acquire streamline tenure pursuant to guidelines promulgated by the
commissioner, and the charter shall specify the security and protection to be afforded to the
employee in accordance with the guidelines.

f. Any public school mployee who leaves or is dismissed from employment at a charter school
within three years shall have the right to return to the employee's former position in the public
school district which granted the leave of absence, provided the employee is otlkeégike

for employment in the public school.

L.1995,c.426,s.14.

18A:36A-15. Complaints to board of trustees

Any individual or group may bring a complaint to the board of trustees of a charter school
alleging a violation of the provisions of this act.dfter presenting the complaint to the board of
trustees, the individual or group determines that the board of trustees has not adequately

addressed the complaint, they may present that complaint to the commissioner who shall



232

investigate and respond to tbemplaint. The board shall establish an advisory grievance
committee consisting of both parents and teachers who are selected by the parents and teachers
of the school to make nonbinding recommendations to the board concerning the disposition of a
complant.

L.1995,c.426,s.15.

18A:36A-16. Annual assessment, review of charter schools, independent study, report,
recommendations

a. The commissioner shall annually assess whether each charter school is meeting the goals of its
charter, and shall conduct a camipensive review prior to granting a renewal of the charter. The
county superintendent of schools of the county in which the charter school is located shall have
onrgoing access to the records and facilities of the charter school to ensure that theschaoter

is in compliance with its charter and that State board regulations concerning assessment, testing,
civil rights, and student health and safety are being met.

b. In order to facilitate the commissioner's review, each charter school shall submiuah a

report to the local board of education, the county superintendent of schools, and the
commissioner in the form prescribed by the commissioner. The report shall be received annually
by the local board, the county superintendent, and the commissmisenthan August 1.

The report shall also be made available to the parent or guardian of a student enrolled in the
charter school.

c. By April 1, 2001, the commissioner shall hold public hearings in the north, central, and
southern regions of the Stdtereceive input from members of the educational community and

the public on the charter school program.
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d. The commissioner shall commission an independent study of the charter school program. The
study shall be conducted by an individual or entity idesdtiwith expertise in the field of

education and the selection shall be approved by the Joint Committee on the Public Schools. The
individual or entity shall design a comprehensive study of the charter school program.

e. The commissioner shall submit h@tGovernor, the Legislature, and the State Board of
Education by October 1, 2001 an evaluation of the charter school program based upon the public
input required pursuant to subsection c. of this section and the independent study required
pursuant to sufestion d. of this section. The evaluation shall include, but not be limited to,
consideration of the following elements:

(1) the impact of the charter school program on resident districts' students, staff, parents,
educational programs, and finances;

(2) the impact of the charter school program and the increased number of schools on the
economics of educational services on a Statewide basis;

(3) the fairness and the impact of the reduction of available resources on the ability of resident
districts to promte competitive educational offerings;

(4) the impact of the shift of pupils from nonpublic schools to charter schools;

(5) the comparative demographics of student enrollments in school districts of residence and the
charter schools located within thosetdets. The comparison shall include, but not be limited to,
race, gender, socioeconomic status, enrollment of special education students, enroliment of
students of limited English proficiency, and student progress toward meeting the core curriculum
contert standards as measured by student results on Statewide assessment tests;

(6) the degree of involvement of private entities in the operation and financial support of charter

schools, and their participation as members of charter school boards of trustees;
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(7) verification of the compliance of charter schools with applicable laws and regulations;

(8) student progress toward meeting the goals of the charter schools;

(9) parent, community and student satisfaction with charter schools;

(10) the extent to whictvaiting lists exist for admission to charter schools and the length of
those lists;

(11) the extent of any attrition among student and faculty members in charter schools; and
(12) the results of the independent study required pursuant to subsectionisisettion.

The evaluation shall include a recommendation on the advisability of the continuation,
modification, expansion, or termination of the program. If the evaluation does not recommend
termination, then it shall include recommendations for chaimgéee structure of the program
which the commissioner deems advisable. The commissioner may not implement any
recommended expansion, modification, or termination of the program until the Legislature acts
on that recommendation.

L.1995,c.426,5.16; amend2600,c.142,s.3.

18A:36A-17. Granting, renewal of charter

A charter granted by the commissioner pursuant to the provisions of this act shall be granted for
a fouryear period and may be renewed for a-{fpear period. The commissioner may revoke a
school'scharter if the school has not fulfilled any condition imposed by the commissioner in
connection with the granting of the charter or if the school has violated any provision of its
charter. The commissioner may place the charter school on probationasytstatiow the

implementation of a remedial plan after which, if the plan is unsuccessful, the charter may be
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summarily revoked. The commissioner shall develop procedures and guidelines for the
revocation and renewal of a school's charter.

L.1995,c.426,47.

18A:36A-17.1. Commissioner’s actions relative to possible loss, not granting of charter

If at any time the commissioner determines that a board of trustees is in jeopardy of losing its
charter or an applicant is in jeopardy of not being granted #&echtdre commissioner shall so

notify the board of trustees or the applicant. The board of trustees or the applicant shall, within

48 hours of receipt of such notification, provide to the commissioner, in writing, a complete list

of the names and addressésll students and staff currently enrolled and working in the school,

or in the case of an applicant, a complete list of the names and addresses of all students and staff
intending to enroll or work at the school, so the commissioner may send theragiproptice to

the parents or guardians and staff.

L.2000,c.142,s.4.

18A:36A-18. Rules, regulations
The State Board of Education shall adopt rules and regulations pursuant to the "Administrative
Procedure Act," P.L.1968, c.410 (C.52:14®t seq.), neceary to effectuate the provisions of

this act.



236

Appendix B

Charter school locations by neighborhood attributes

MapsB.1to B.18 examine charter school locations in the Newark, Camden, and Trenton
metropolitan areas. For each metropolitan area, six mapsresented. Charter school locations
were examined in relation to three variablédee SES need index, percent of African American
school age residents, and the neighborhood diversity iffdesr each variable, two types of
maps are displayed. Firgjuirtiles are displayed for each varialoheAbbott districts onlyGiven
that Abbott districts have already been identified as the most resource poor districts in New
Jersey, values for variables in these locations may be assumed to occupy the tail ersfabé any
distribution. Eliminating values drawn from ndbbott districts presents differences across
Abbott block groups more effectivelilaps categorizindplock groupsy quintile show the full
distribution of economic and demographic trends acvisisott districts and, perhaps, best
represent how charter smbl operators and policymalseview localattributes.Second, Zscores
display how far individual values for each variable deviate from the mean for all block gnoups
Abbott districts only For the pirposes of discussion, findings from this second set of maps are
termed devi ati ons Theseommaps fiearbsend hotv fambéoek rgroup® deviate
from the fAaverage neighborhood. o

MapsB.1 to B.6 show charter school locations in the Camden areghtEharter schools

are located within the Camden school district. The maps show that charter schools tend to cluster

2 All variables presented in Tabiel and 5.2were mapped and analyzed. For the sake of brevity, varidiales

either failed to provide meaningful insight into factors that may influence charter school locations (e.g. percent age
17 or under), odescribe patternsccounted for by other vakiles, most notably the SES need ind&re not

presented or discussed.
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Locations by Neighborhood Attributes, Quintiles
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Maps B.4-B.6 Camden Area Charter School

Locations by Neighborhood Attributes, Z-scores
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around the districtodéds central <core, circling
greater proportions of AfricanrAerican residents. That is, charter schools appear to locate near,
but not within the districtds most di sadvant
schools (6 of 8) occupy block groups with need index scores in the middle quintile. The same
numkber of schools are within £.5 standard deviations (SDs) of the overall Abbott mean. This
does not mean, however, that Camden charter schools are located in neighborhoods without
substantial soci@conomic concerns. Compared to the state mean (not showrsghalbls

occupy block groups with need index scores greater than +0.5 SDs. Rather, Camden charter
schools simply appear to cluster in a narrow band of neighborhoods that are not extreme when
compared to other potential locations in Abbott districts.

Interestingly, while the same proportion of charter schools (75%) in Camden also occupy
block groups where the percent of African American residents is in the middle quintiles, they are
not necessarily neighborhoods that are reflective of racial/ethnic norfsbiott districts. Fifty
percent (4 of 8) of Camden charter schools are in neighborhoods where the proportion of African
Americans is more thar0.5 SDs below the Abbott mean. Charter schools appear to locate in
more diverse neighborhoods with lower prdpms of African Americans. Fifty percent of
schools (4 of 8) are also in block groups with neighborhood diversity index scores in the bottom
two quintiles for Abbott districts, indicating substantial diversity, and no schools occupy block
groups scoringn the top two quintiles.

Maps B.7 through Bl2 examine Abbott districts in the Newark metropolitan area.
Thirty-one charter schools are located in the Abbott districts of East Orange, Hoboken, Irvington,
Jersey City, and Newark. These maps also fedter@bbott districts of Elizabeth, Orange, West

New York, and Union City where no charter schools are located. Maps featuring the Newark
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metropolitan area show charter schools clustered in three distinct areas and demonstrating three
different spatialpa¢tr ns. I n Jersey City, charter school s
and locate in more advantaged neighborhoods. Fifty percent (6 of 12) of previously approved
charter schools are located in block groups with need index scores in the boattapintiles,
and most other schools are clearly located on the outskirts of more disadvantaged areas. As a
result, charter schools in Jersey City appear to occupy block groups approaching the character of
those found in no#bbott districts. Fifty percan(6 of 12) of schools are more thah5 SDs
from the Abbott mean. Charter schools appear more widely distributed when examining their
locations in relation to measures of race, but in many cases still occupy block groups comparable
to nonAbbott districs.

In Hoboken, a second cluster of charter sc
As mentioned previously, Hoboken may be considered an outlier among Abbott districts with a
greater number of white residents and young profess@ashmuting to New York City, as well
as substantially higher peupil expenditures. By clustering in the center of the district, charter
schools are shown to occupy neighborhoods with lower educational need and smaller proportions
of African American reslents. All charter schools in Hoboken are located in block groups where
need index scores and proportions of African American residents are mor®.th&Ds below
the Abbott mean. These findings echo characteristics that describe block groups containing
charter schools in neAbbott districts.

In the Newark City area, which includes East Orange and Irvington, charter schools are
shown to be located in high need areas. TwsiXyut of 31 charter schools are located in block
groups with need index scores the top two quintiles. Sixteen charter schools are located in

block groups with need index scores in the top quintile. Newark area charter schools also tend to
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locate in block groups with higher proportions of Afrieamerican students. Twenfjve outof

31 charter schools are found in block groups with percentages of African American residents in
the top two quintiles. Thus, Newark area block groups containing charter schools may be
described as approaching extreme levels of disadvantage that acalaifpost neighborhoods

in New Jersey. A strong majority of charter schools occupy block groups where need index
scores and the percentage of African Americans residents are more than +1.5 SDs above the
Abbott mean. Specifically, 22 charter schoolslaoated in block groups with need index scores

+1.5 SDs above the Abbott mean and 25 schools are in neighborhoods where the percent of
African American residents is +1.5 SDs above the Abbott mean.

Yet, despite the tendency of charter schaol®ewark, East Orange, and Irvington to
locate in more disadvantaged block groups, MBp& through Bl2 also show evidence of
clustering or ringing patterns. Many charter schools are shown to be located on the edges of the
highest need areas or in blogfoups that appear to have slight advantages over their immediate
neighbors. The same pattern exists for areas with large percentages of African America families.
Further, a directional trend is also observed with greater numbers of charter schools\gppeari
cluster near more advantaged neighborhoods to the north and east. It appears that the tendency
for charter schools to locate in more disadvantaged neighborhoods may largely result from the
fact that the vast majority of block groups in Newark haghéi need index scores and greater
percentages of African American residents than other school districts across New Jersey,
including other Abbott districts. Newark charter schools still show evidence of clustering similar
to, though not as extreme as,tpats observed in Camden and Jersey City.

This observation is supported by examining charter school locations in relation to

neighborhood diversity. Maf.7 to B.9 clearly show high levels of racial isolation across all of



Maps B.7-B.9 Newark Area Charter School
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Maps B.10-B.12 Newark Area Charter School
Locations by Neighborhood Attributes, Z-scores
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Maps B.13-B.15 Trenton Area Charter School
Locations by Neighborhood Attributes, Z-scores
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Maps B.16-B.18 Trenton Area Charter School
Locations by Neighborhood Attributes, Z-scores
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EastOrange and Irvington and a majority of block groups in Newark. Not surprisingly, nearly
two-thirds of charter schools are located in block groups with diversity index scores in the top
but not within the district 6s5%0bGamden chari@rd v an't
schools (6 of 8) occupy block groups with need index scores in the middle quintile. The same
number of schools are within £.5 standard deviations (SDs) of the overall Abbott mean. This
does not mean, however, that Camden charter sshavel located in neighborhoods without
substantial soci@conomic concerns. Compared to the state mean (not shown), all schools
occupy block groups with need index scores greater than +0.5 SDs. Rather, Camden charter
Maps B.13 through BL8 examine charteschool locations in the Trenton area. Eleven
charter schools are located within the Trenton school district. They appear fairly evenly
distributed throughout the district, starting at the outskirts and extending into the central core. On
measures of socieconomic need, five schools are located in block groups with index scores in
the two lowest quintiles, two schools are in block groups in the middle quintile, and four schools
are in the top two quintiles. A similar distribution is observed for charteoadddocations in
relation to the percent of African Americans in block groups. Two schools are located in block
groups where the percent of African Americans is in the two lowest quintiles, five schools are in
block groups in the middle quintile, and foschools are in the top two quintiles. Not
surprisingly, charter schools in Trenton show a large degree of variation around the Abbott
mean. Trenton charter schools do appear to have ended up in more diverse neighborhoods by
locating in block groups withrgater proportions of African American residents. More than 60%
of schools (7 of 11) are located in block groups with neighborhood diversity scores in the bottom
two quintiles. The same percentage of schools have neighborhood diversity index scores greater

than-0.5 SDs below the Abbott mean.
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Camden Academy Charter High School

Camden's Promise Charter School

Capital Preparatory Charter High School

Central Jersey College Prep CS

Community Charter School of Paterson

Program code

0 IAcademy Charter H.S.

2 IAcademy for Urban Leadership CS

® lIAdelaide L. Sanford Charter School
> Barack Obama Green Charter HS

0 Bergen Arts and Science @ter School

® Burch Charter School of Excellence

w

® Camden's Pride Charter School

w

w

o Central Jersey Arts Charter School

o]

> thARTerTECH High School

(@]

traditional

=@ Classical Academy Charter School of Clifton

foundational skills

X

languae and literacy

x

high standards

academic
achievement

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

Techintegration

business & economicy

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment|

constructivist

innovation

projectbased learning

integrated curriculum

leadership

character edwation

student safety

discipline/conduct

civic education

community

family engagement

service learning

foreign language

arts & humanities

multicultural

environmental

X

international

X

X

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C= Community; G = General

** X = Core program component; X = secondary program component
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Dr. Ellen G. Pressman Charter School

Discovery Charter School

Foundation Academy Charter School

Freedom Academy Charter School

Galloway Community Charter School

©lEast Orang Community Charter School 1

e East Orange Community Charter School 2
e East Orange Community Charter School 3
e East Orange Community Charter School 4

> D.U.E. Season Charter School

>
>

Program code

0 Elysian Charter School of Hoboken

® Emily Fisher Charter School of Advanced Studies 1

® Emily Fisher Charter Schbof Advanced Studies 2

o Englewood on the Palisades Charter School

o Environment Community Opportunity Charter Schoo

@

@

(@]

traditional

X
X
X
X

foundational skills

language and literacy

high standards

academic
achievenent

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

Tech integration X X X X X

busiress & economics|

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus X

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment

constructivist X X X X X

innovation X X X X

projectbased learning X

integrated curriculum

leadership

character education | X

X

X

student safety

discipline/conduct X

civic education

community X X X X X

family engagement

service learning

foreign language

arts & humanities X X

multicultural

environmental

international

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C = Community; G = Geral
** X = Core program component; x = secondary program component
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Gray Charter School

Greater Newark Charter School

HOLA Hoboken Dual Lang CS

Lady Liberty Academy Charter School

Learning Community Charter School

Program code

>

0 Greater Brunswick Charter School

w

> Hatikvah International CS

0 Hoboken Chaer School 1

0 Hoboken Charter School 2

0 Hope Academy Charter School

o International Charter School of Trenton

0 Jersey City Comm. Charter School

2 Jersey City Golden Door C. S.

o]

@ LEAP Academy University Barter School 1

@ LEAP Academy University Charter School 2

0

traditional

x

foundational skills

language and literacy

x [ x|x|>

x

high standards

academic
achievement

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

x

Tech integration

business & economicy

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment|

constrictivist

innovation

projectbased learning

integrated curriculum

leadership

character edeation

student safety

discipline/conduct

civic education

community

family engagement

service learning

x| x| x|

foreign language

arts & humanities

multicultural

environmental

international

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C = Community; G = General
** X = Core program component; X = secondary program component
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New Horizons Community Charter School

Newark Legacy CS

North StarAcademy Charter School of Newark 1

North Star Academy Charter School of Newark 2

North Star Academy Charter School of Newark 3

Program code

e Maria L. VarisceRogers Charter School

o Marion P. Thomas Charter School 1

0 Marion P. Thomas Charter School 2

w

0 Newark Educators Community Charter School

w

[oe]

w

w

® Oceanside Charter School 1

® Oceanside Charter School 2

o Paterson Charter School for Science & Trealbgy

2 Paul Robeson CS for Humanities

traditional

x|© Liberty Academy Charter School

@ Pace Charter School of Hamilton

foundational skills

language and literacy

high standards

academic
achievement

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

Tech integration

business & economicy

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment

constructivist

innovation

projectbased learning

integrated curriculum

leadership

character education

student safet

discipline/conduct

civic education

community

family engagement

service learning

foreign language

arts & humanities

multicultural

environmental

international

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C = Community; G = General

** X = Core program component; x = secondary program component
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Princeton International Academy Charter School

Sussex County Charter School for Technology

Program code

e PleasanTech Academy Charter School 1

e PleasanTech Academy Charter School 2

0 Pride Academy Charter School

® Princeton Charter School

>

0 Queen City Academy Charter School

o Red Bank Charter School

o Renaissance Reg Leadership CS

> Ridge and Valley Charter School

0 Riverbank Charter School of Excellence

® Robert Treat Academy Charter School 1
® Robert Treat Academy Charter School 2

® Schomburg Charter School

® Soaring Heights Charter School

@]

traditional

foundational skills

language and literacy

high standards

academic
achievement

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

Tech integration

business & economicy

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment

constructivist

innovation

projectbased learning

integrated curriculum

leadership

character education

student safety

discipline/conduct

civic education

commutity

family engagement

service learning

foreign language

arts & humanities

multicultural

environmental

internatbnal

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C = Community; G = General

** X = Core program component; x = secondary program component
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TEAM Academy Charter School 1

TEAM Academy Charter School 3

TEAM Academy Charter School 3

TEAM Academy Charter School 4

Teaneck Community Charter School

'The Ethical Community Charter School

Trenton Community Charter School

Union Co TEAMS Charter School

University AcademyCharter School

Unity Charter School

University Heights Charter School

\Village Charter School

\Vineland Public Charter School

\Visions Academy CS

Program code

0

®

>
®

0

traditional

foundational skills

language and literacy

high standards

academic achievemen

testing &
accountability

college preparatory

science & math

Tech integration

business & economics

small learning comm.

studentcentered

individual focus

critical thinking

whole child
development

authentic assessment

constructivist

innovation

projectbasedearning

integrated curriculum

leadership

character educamn

student safety

discipline/conduct

civic education

community

family engagement

service learning

foreign langage

arts & humanities

multicultural

X

environmental

X

international

* A = Alternative; B = Backto-Basics; C = Community; G = General
** X = Core program componenk = secondary program component



