
	
 This week I will begin a two part series addressing an educational topic that is one of my “hot buttons.”  
Many people won’t be direct on this topic as it is politically charged; but, I feel strongly that the public needs to 
be aware of what I feel is a gross misuse of tax dollars.  My assertion is this:  use of tax dollars for charter 
schools is bad public policy.
	
 First we need to understand how charter schools are supposed to work.  The concept arose as as way to 
improve public education.  A charter school would be freed from some of the many restrictive regulations of the 
government to allow experimentation to find better methods of teaching students.  If those methods were 
successful in the charter, the idea was to be brought back to the public schools and improve the education for 
all.
	
 Unfortunately, that is not how it is being done in Pennsylvania and many other states.  Charter schools 
have been permitted to take on a life of their own as an alternative to public education.  They are not a method 
to improve public education but rather have become a financial drain on public education.  
	
 You need to understand that there are two general types of charter schools:  brick and mortar charters, 
which are an actual building where children attend; and, cyber charters where children stay home and work 
online.  I wish to first address the cyber charters.
	
 When the charter school law was created, the cyber option did not exist.  Thus, in the beginning when 
schools were given their charter by a local school board, most of the students attending the brick and mortar 
charter would be from the district where the physical school existed.  Cyber charters are allowed to take 
students from anywhere in the state, thus, General McLane taxpayers are funding GM students to “attend” cyber 
charters in all parts of the state.  We pay for schools our district never approved as a charter.
	
 The thing that really irks me about cyber charter schools is that no one is asking the important question:  
Are they better than live learning?  
	
 For the last two decades, educators have been encouraged to engage learners.  The idea of a “talking 
head” in front of a room was proven to be ineffective and undesirable.  Teachers who were talking heads were 
vilified.  We have been training teachers that students will learn better when engaged in hands-on activities that 
help them discover and reinforce concepts.  Yet, when somebody from outside education called a talking head 
on a computer screen “innovative,” the masses of uninformed cheered and ignorantly cooed and giggled with 
glee.  Passive learning, as it is called, is bad for a classroom but great for a child at home?
	
 Employers have been begging schools to send them employees who will show up every day, on time, 
willing to work.  It is a struggle for us to fight the strong societal trends that pull our students into the abyss of 
laziness and entitlement, yet our tax dollars are paying for commercials that extol a cyber education that doesn’t 
interfere with a student’s hockey or other extra curricular pursuits.  Really?  (People don’t understand this but 
PA Cyber has a two million dollar budget for electronic advertising - that money is all tax dollars.)  We’re going 
to spend public money to further convince kids that they shouldn’t have to do anything they don’t want to do 
when they don’t want to do it?  With so much emphasis on creating students who are college and career ready, 
do we really think that telling students they don’t have to let school (their work) interfere with their fun will 
create the employees we need?
	
 Why are not the politicians who are pushing charters asking if it is emotionally, behaviorally and 
socially a good idea for children in kindergarten and other early grades to sit home all day learning from a 
computer?  If the idea of your tax dollars supporting a kindergarten child learning this way offends you, too bad 
– you don’t have a choice.
	
 My final evidence on questioning the efficacy of both cyber and brick and mortar charters comes from 
the Governor himself.  The Governor has pushed hard for expanding the funding of charter and private schools 
with public dollars.  He also created a system of “grading” schools.  I don’t agree with the system but since he 
had it created, I think it is fair to use it to judge whether his advocacy of charter schools is valid.   By looking at 
the cyber charters attended by GM students, I can tell you they do far worse than our schools – in some cases, 
30-50 points worse.  (The system uses a 100 point scale.)  Yet, we have no say as to whether our students should 
attend these schools.  Overall, charter schools in Pennsylvania are doing worse than public schools, according to 
the Governor’s measuring stick.
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 To be fair, there are some charter schools throughout the country that are very effective; but,  public 
policy should be created for the “general welfare.”  While politicians in Harrisburg are currently debating 
charter school issues related to funding and regulations, NO ONE is asking the basic questions as to whether 
there is sufficient evidence to warrant the redirection of public school funding to charter schools.
	
 So if I am correct in my assertion that charter schools provide no evidence to warrant public funding, 
why are they growing and being promoted by some state leaders?  
	
 You may come up with your own theory on that question next week when we “follow the money.”
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