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Rise or Decline: Examining American Charter School
Achievement Effects and Outcomes

Abstract

The introduction of charter schools into the public
system was designed to improve school outcomes
through regulatory flexibility and competition. This
study presents the empirical evidence of the
performances of charter schools on student and school
outcomes in United States by examining a broad
literature and researches. It is found that there is
a significant impact of charter schools versus
traditional public schools, but the direction of the
impact 1s not consistent. Research findings on
charter schools and their impact on student
achievement are mixed while several studies provide
some evidences that charter schools improve student
achievement in the early grades. It is suggested that
methodological improvements are needed to examine the
charter school impacts for future studies.
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Rise or Decline: Examining American Charter School

Achievement Effects and Outcomes

Abstract

The introduction of charter schools into the public system was designed to improve school outcomes through
regulatory flexibility and competition. This study presents the empirical evidence of the performances of
charter schools on student and school outcomes in United States by examining a broad literature and
researches. It is found that there is a significant impact of charter schools versus traditional public schools,
but the direction of the impact is not consistent. Research findings on charter schools and their impact on
student achievement are mixed while several studies provide some evidences that charter schools improve
student achievement in the early grades. It is suggested that methodological improvements are needed to

examine the charter school impacts for future studies.

Keywords: charter school, school choice
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