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$ôóøòðăøþý  
To the children of New Jersey who deserve to be educated together in a 

supportive, effective and enlightened environment, and who deserve to live 

together in a shared and productive future.  
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%ćôòĄăøąô 3ĄüüðāĈ 

We expected this report to primarily update our 2013 study, New Jerseyõs 

Apartheid and Intensely Segregated Schools: Powerful Evidence of an 

Inefficient and Unconstitutional State Education System. Our initial work on the 

update revealed that the proportion of apartheid and intensely segregated1 

schools in New Jersey has actually grown since the last publication.  

As we applied a newly conceived measure of school segregationña 

proportionality scoreñto New Jerseyõs education system, however, we were 

surprised to discover that a considerable number of the stateõs school districts, 

and their municipalities, have become substantially diverse.2 Perhaps that 

should not have come as a surprise since we also discovered that New Jerseyõs 

total student population is very diverse and closely mirrors that of the nation.  

These data and analyses led us to produce an entirely new study rather than 

an update of the 2013 study. As the title suggests, the new report deals both 

with òthe Old Problem of Extreme Segregationó and òthe New Promise of 

School Integrationó in the context of òAn Action Plan for New Jersey to Address 

Both.ó  

Our new measure, which dictated that we issue a fundamentally altered 

report, is a proportionality score3 based on a comparison of demographic 

profiles at different governmental levels. Here is why we believe it is such an 

important measure. The United States is becoming increasingly diverse and 

some states, such as New Jersey, closely mirror that national trend; others do 

not. The proportionality scores comparing national and state level data 

capture those distinctions. Similarly, proportionality scores that compare state 

level and school district data, and school district and individual school data, 

provide a basis for knowing where we stand currently regarding diversity. 

Because the proportionality score accounts for all demographic subgroups 

and has the flexibility to shift as demographics change, it can point to an ideal 

condition in which all schools have a diverse student population that is 

representative of society as a whole. That presupposes, of course, diversity is 

our goal.  

Although the federal government could play a significant role in promoting 

diversity among states or within states, that would require a major reversal of 

current policies and practices. At the state level, particularly with regard to 

education, the situation is markedly different. Longstanding constitutional 

principles provide state governments, not the federal or local governments, 



4(% .%7 02/-)3% /& 3#(//, ).4%'2!4)/. !.$ 

4(% /,$ 02/",%- /& %842%-% 3%'2%'!4)/. 
 

  
 

  

4(% #%.4%2 &/2 $)6%23)49 !.$ %15!,)49 ). %$5#!4)/. 6)) 

 

with ultimate authority over education, and some states, New Jersey prominent 

among them, have construed that authority to bar school segregation, even 

to affirmatively require racial balance, well beyond the requirements of Brown 

v. Board of Education.  

For a state like New Jersey to actually succeed in diversifying its education 

system at all levels and in all areas, instead of just pontificate about it, the 

proportionality scores of school districts and individual schools, as compared to 

the state demographic profile, can provide an important benchmark and 

aspirational goal. In the effort to realize such a goal, the highly successful 

history of districts such as the Morris School District in Morris County can offer 

essential guidance.   

In the report, we document in detail the current state of affairs and 

recommend how the state should address both the new opportunities we have 

identified as well as the far too old and serious problems we still confront. 

First, we must recognize and act urgently to deal with the continuing, or even 

worsening, extreme segregation that exists in approximately 25% of our school 

districts.  They are mostly urban districts where black and Hispanic students, 

many of them low-income, go daily to intensely segregated or apartheid 

schools. Additionally, we must deal with the significant, but sharply declining, 

number of districts where white students exist in extreme isolation (fewer than 

10% non-white students). Both circumstances diminish the educational and 

social opportunities of far too many New Jersey students, and deprive the state 

as a whole of the benefits of students educated in schools that mirror our 

societyõs growing diversity. 

In order to guide the state toward unlocking the full benefits of its diverse 

population, we have presented two new frameworks for explaining the 

demographic and educational data, and for developing and implementing 

remedies tailored to address the opportunities and challenges that await us.  

Our new approaches to analyzing school integration supplement, and in our 

opinion improve upon, the more traditional framework that emphasizes 

instances of extreme segregation. 

Our new frameworks: (1) measure all the stateõs schools, school districts and 

counties by their proportionality to the statewide demographic profile; and (2) 

use those proportionality scores to derive three district diversity categoriesñ(i) 

those that are already relatively proportional to the state as a whole; (ii) those 

that are not yet sufficiently proportional but are in relatively diverse counties; 
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and (iii) those that are not yet sufficiently proportional and are in counties that 

also lack diversity. 

We also deal in this report with some of the major educational aspects and 

implications of our shifting demographics, which, at best, we touched on briefly 

in the 2013 report. 

Among our major findings are: 

 

¶ While white students still make up the largest portion of children in New 

Jerseyõs public schools, there is no longer a single racial group in the 

majority. In the 2016 -2017 academic year, 45.3% of New Jerseyõs public 

school students were white, 27.1% were Hispanic, 15.5% were black, 9.9% 

were Asian, and 2.1% identified as part of some other racial or ethnic 

group. 4 By co mparison, the national profile  a year earlier  ha d  48.9% white 

students, 25.9% Hispanic students, 15.5% black students, 5.0% Asian 

students and 4.8% òotheró students. 

 

¶ In the 2016 -2017 academic year, 24.4% of New Jerseyõs students attended 

a school characte rized by some form of extreme segregation: 7.8% of 

students went to apartheid schools, where less than 1% of the population 

was white; 13.5% of students went to intensely segregated schools, where 

between 1% and 10 % of the population was white; and 3.1% of  students 

went to white isolated schools, where more than 90% of students were 

white.  

 

¶ While the proportion of children attending white isolated schools has 

dropped precipitously and continuously since 1990, the proportion of 

children attending either apar theid or intensely segregated schools has 

risen almost  continuously since 1990. The main exception to that trend is 

that , between 2015 and 2016, the proportion of apartheid schools 

dropped while the proportion of intensely segregated schools continued 

to g row. This might be a hopeful indicator of decreases in the most 

extreme forms of segregation, but more data are needed  to assess that .  

 

¶ Educational outcomes at New Jerseyõs apartheid and intensely 

segregated schools are significantly below the state avera ges. 51.0% of 

students across the state demonstrate English Language Arts (ELA) 
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proficiency, while only 35.1% of students in intensely segregated schools 

and 25.4% of students in apartheid schools demonstrate proficiency. 

Similarly, 41.8% of students acros s the state demonstrate Math proficiency, 

but only 26.6% of students in intensely segregated schools and 17.9% of 

students in apartheid schools demonstrate proficiency. Equally troubling is 

that , while 91.1% of students across the state graduate from high school, 

only 82.3% of students in intensely segregated schools and 79.9% of 

students in apartheid schools graduate. Additionally, while 77.7% of New 

Jerseyõs public school students matriculate to college, only 69.0% of 

students in intensely segregated scho ols and 63.6% of students in 

apartheid schools do so.  

 

¶ While Asian and white students make up only 55.2% of all students in the 

state, 87.3% of students in low poverty schools, where less than 10% of 

students qualify for free or reduced -price lunch, are A sian or white. 

Conversely, four out of five students in high poverty schools are black or 

Hispanic even though only two out of five students across the state are 

black or Hispanic.  

 

¶ 25% of New Jerseyõs public schools can be classified as proportional to the 

overall racial profile of the stateõs public school student population (i.e., 

less than 25% of students in each school would need to be exchanged 

with students from a different racial background for that school to match 

the diversity of the state as a wh ole). The other three -quarters of New 

Jerseyõs public schools are classified as disproportional. In order for these 

disproportional schools to match the diversity of the state as a whole, 

more than 25% of students in each of these schools would need to be 

exchanged with students from a different racial background.  

 

¶ There is a significant correlation between how proportional a schoolõs 

demographic profile is to the state and an array of educational 

outcomes. The more proportional schools are to the stateõs demographic 

profile, the higher the graduation rates, college matriculation rates, ELA 

proficiency rates, and math proficiency rates are and the lower the 

dropout rates are.  

 

¶ Even after controlling for the proportion of students who qualify for free or 

reduced -price lunch, there is a significant correlation between 
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proportionality and graduation rates, college matriculation rates, and 

dropout rates. The more proportional schools are, the higher their 

graduation rates and college matriculation rates are and  the lower their 

dropout rates are.  

 

¶ 23.7% of districts have sufficient levels of diversity to provide all students 

with the benefits of learning in diverse schools and classrooms; these are 

proportional districts grouped into District Diversity Category 1 . These 

districts have graduation rates that exceed the state average and 

dropout rates far below the state average.  

 

¶ 76.3% of districts currently lack sufficient levels of diversity to provide all 

students with the benefits of learning in diverse schools and classrooms ; 

these are disproportional districts .  

 

¶ 49.0% of all districts are disproportional to the state and lack sufficient 

levels of diversity in and of themselves, but they are located in diverse 

counties and have the potential to create diverse l earning environments 

for their students by adopting innovative school assignment practices; 

these are grouped into District Diversity Category 2.  

 

¶ 27.3% of districts are isolated in non -diverse counties and internally lack 

sufficient levels of diversity to  provide all students with the benefits of 

learning in diverse schools and classrooms ; these are grouped into District 

Diversity Category 3 . Despite the challenges to creating diverse schools in 

these areas , these districts have the opportunity to develop and adopt 

innovative practices to provide students with some of the benefits of 

learning in diverse environments.  

 

¶ 81.5% of charter school students are in schools characterized by extreme 

levels of segregation (apartheid, intense segregation, and white is olation). 

These schools currently exacerbate New Jerseyõs school segregation crisis. 

 

After presenting and explaining our findings, we propose remedies at the 

district, school, classroom, course and program, and person-to-person 

interactional levels matched with each of the district diversity categories. These 

remedies are designed to achieve not just diversity or racial balance, but also 
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what has come to be called òtrue integrationó for every student to the 

maximum extent possible. Although diversifying student populations at the 

district and school levels is usually a predicate for achieving diversity at the 

classroom, course and program level, true integration involves still greater 

challenges. To achieve classroom, course and program level diversity 

necessitates a close look at student tracking policies and practices, and at 

policies and practices that produce differential student disciplinary and special 

education classification rates, But, even after that results in diverse classrooms, 

courses and programs, true integration must take the next major step by 

focusing on the creation and adoption of enlightened, socially responsive 

curricula and materials taught by thoughtful and well-trained teachers.    

Where, in some cases, extreme segregation cannot be fully remedied in the 

near term by creating day-by-day student-to-student diversity even at the 

district and school levels, we recommend some interim measures.  These 

include innovative uses of technology that can provide some semblance of 

live student-to-student interactions, combined with periodic curricular and 

extra-curricular opportunities for these students to interact physically.  

Finally, we build on those remedial recommendations to conclude the report 

with the following action plan for the state:  

 

!ý !òăøþý 0ûðý ăþ $øąôāĂøõĈ .ôĆ *ôāĂôĈˑĂ 3ò÷þþûĂ 

 

1. A clear, definitive and strong policy statement from the governor  making it 

a state priority to:  

a.  Actually achieve residential and educational diversity wherever 

feasible and as soon as possible;  

b.  Define ed ucational diversity in a manner that comports to the 

stateõs current demography and establish the stateõs diversity goals 

based on that definition;  

c.  Develop and implement an operational plan for achieving diversity 

that recognizes the stateõs varied circumstances;  

d.  In those definitions and that plan, emphasize that the required 

educational diversity does not stop at the district or even school 

level, but applies to classrooms, courses and programs and the 

achievement of òtrue integration,ó thereby necessitating that 
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educators throughout the state and at every level evaluate and 

improve all relevant policies and practices, including those that 

relate to tracking and ability grouping, student discipline, special 

education classification, curricular development a nd pedagogy;  

e.  Require all districts to develop and implement plans to diversify their 

teaching, administrative and support staffs with CJ PRIDE (Central 

Jersey Program for the Recruitment of Diverse Educators), a 

program being implemented by 17 school distr icts, as a possible 

model;  

f.  Rationalize the structure of the education system (bringing it into 

harmony with the state constitutional mandate of an òefficient 

system of free public schoolsó5) and ensure that it gives priority to 

promoting diversity;  

g.  Develo p and fully fund a school financing law that assures 

adequate resources to every district, that is adjusted regularly to 

reflect changing enrollments and demographics, that provides 

incentives for districts to maintain or increase their diversity, and that  

reduces reliance on disparate local property tax ratables; and  

h. Charge relevant state agencies and officials with responsibility for: 

implementing the elements of this Action Plan; reviewing all existing 

statutes, regulations, policies and practices that p otentially impact 

housing and educational diversity and proposing changes that 

would enhance the prospect of their promoting diversity; and 

proposing new statutes, regulations and policies for that purpose.  

 

2. A new blue -ribbon commission, with a broad but s pecific mandate and a 

relatively short time -line,  to study and recommend the best means of 

achieving and sustaining educational diversity over the long -term, 

including by studying linkages between educational diversity and:  

a.  school district and municipal st ructures;  

b.   the state and local tax structure;  

c.  residential segregation;  

d.  the availability of jobs; and  

e.  real and perceived issues regarding community safety.  
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3. A re -established highly visible and well -staffed office in the state 

department of education  to mo nitor the status of educational diversity and 

to require districts to take actions to promote educational diversity, 

including to extend district -wide diversity to the school and classroom, 

course and program levels.  

 

4. Support for districts that already ar e diverse  by choice or by demographic 

happenstance, or are seeking to reach that status, to enable them to 

maintain or extend their diversity. This could include financial support for 

student transportation necessary to diversify all of the districtsõ schools, and 

financial support and technical assistance for training district and school 

staff to deal effectively with an increasingly diverse student population. 6 

 

5. Increase the number of diverse school districts  by:  

a.  Supporting judicial efforts under Mount La urel to assure the 

construction of more affordable housing units and promoting other 

measures to integrate housing throughout the state; 7 

b.  Enforcing the 2007 statutory mandate of the CORE Act to require all 

districts to move to K -12 status, but with a speci fic requirement that 

this be done in a manner that increases educational diversity to the 

maximum extent feasible;  

c.  Identifying clusters of districts whose consolidation can feasibly 

enhance educational diversity and inducing them to consolidate 

(or, if nee d be, requiring them to do so); and  

d.  Establishing pilot projects to test the effectiveness of county -wide or 

other regional school districts as a vehicle for increased educational 

diversity, as well as greater efficiency and overall student 

achievement. 8 

 

6. Promote diverse schools in districts not yet diverse  by:  

a.  Supporting and promoting residential integration efforts, including 

neighborhood integration efforts;  

b.  Modifying the Interdistrict Public School Choice law to require that 

increasing student diversity be a priority purpose;  
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c.  Establishing inter -district magnet schools modeled after the Sheff 

magnet schools in Connecticut or the longstanding magnet 

programs in Massachusetts; or  

d.  Modifying the charter school law to encourage or require more 

multi -district c harter schools with a specific mandate to enhance 

diversity.  

 

7. Encourage districts where day -to-day diversity is not a realistic prospect in 

the near term to develop other ways to provide their students with an 

exposure to diversity and its benefits through  extra -curricular or co -

curricular means, periodic cross -district programming with districts different 

in pupil population than theirs (as, for example, by using immersive 

educational technology and Holodeck classrooms).  

 

8. Establish high -quality professiona l development programs  for teachers and 

administrators to enhance their ability to effectively educate diverse 

student bodies.  

 

9. Require that, as a condition of New Jersey school districts purchasing 

textbooks, other instructional materials and educational technology, those 

items must be sensitive and responsive to the racial, ethnic, cultural and 

economic diversity of the stateõs students. 

 

10. Foster or support citizen coalitions  to promote greater educational and 

residential diversity by all appropriate means  including political action, 

legislative lobbying, policy development and, if necessary, litigation.  

 

 

1 Based on reports from the UCLA Civil Rights Project, apartheid schools and districts have 

fewer than 1% white students; intensely segregated schools and districts have between 1 and 

10% white students.  

2 In this report, we use a variety of terms, such as diverse or diversity, proportional or 

proportionality, inclusive or inclusiveness, desegregated or desegregation, integrated or 
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integration, and truly integrated and true integration, to describe either existing circumstances 

or aspirational goals.  Although some of these terms are synonymous, others are intended to 

convey different meanings. In the body of the report, we seek to specify the particular 

meaning we intend to convey. We chose to use diverse or diversity as our default term for 

several reasons. First, it seemed most broadly descriptive of the foundational demographic 

circumstances with which our report deals. Second, it has been used for decades to describe 

the main focus of our reportñthe extent to which schools reflect racial, ethnic and 

socioeconomic heterogeneity. Actually, a number of seminal decisions of the New Jersey 

Supreme Court involving race and education, mainly from the 1960s and 1970s (i.e., Booker v. 

Board of Education of City of Plainfield, 45 N.J. 161 (1965), Jenkins v. Township of Morris School 

District, 58 N.J. 483 (1971)), used another termñòracial balanceó or òracial imbalance,ó and 

some later decisions injected the term òisolationó or òracial isolationó into the discussion (i.e., 

Abbott v. Burke, 119 N.J. 287 (1990)). Indeed, the most common formulation of New Jerseyõs 

state constitutional mandate is that schools have to be òracially balanced wherever feasible.ó  

3 See Section 1 for a full description of proportionality. 

4 See Section 1 for descriptions of the terms òracialó and òethnic.ó As will be indicated there, 

we have tended to use established terminology, however imperfect it may be, because the 

best available data are presented on that basis. 

5 N.J.CONST. Art. VIII, Sec. 4, Par. 1 (òThe Legislature shall provide for the maintenance and 

support of a thorough and efficient system of free public schools for the instruction of all the 

children in the State between the ages of five and eighteen years.ó). 

6 Between 1991 and 1994, the state had a desegregation-aid program to support districts 

regarding school bussing and other efforts to achieve school-level diversity. The program was 

eliminated by Governor Christine Todd Whitman, with the support of her education 

commissioner Leo Klagholtz, ostensibly because the program had been used to distribute aid 

for political gain. Peter Schmidt, N.J. Desegregation-Aid Program on Chopping Block, 

EDUCATION WEEK (May 10, 1995), 

https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/1995/05/10/33nj.h14.html. 

7 Southern Burlington County NAACP v. Township of Mount Laurel, 67 N.J. 151 (1975). The 

recently resuscitated judicial role in implementing Mount Laurelõs affordable housing mandate 

could significantly reshape residential patterns in many of the stateõs municipalities, especially if 

it were supported by the Murphy administration. See Colleen OõDea, NJ Court Determines How 

Many Affordable Housing Units Needed by 2025, NJSPOTLIGHT (March 12, 2018), 

http://www.njspotlight.com/stories/18/03/11/nj-superior-court-determines-how-many-

affordable-housing-units-needed-by-2025/. 

 

https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/1995/05/10/33nj.h14.html
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The impetus for this report was to update and, to some degree, expand the 

coverage of our 2013 report entitled New Jerseyõs Apartheid and Intensely 

Segregated Urban Schools: Powerful Evidence of an Inefficient and 

Unconstitutional State Education System. As its title suggests, that report, issued 

by the Rutgers-Newark Institute on Education Law and Policy in collaboration 

with the UCLA Civil Rights Project, focused on the extent to which students in 

virtually all the stateõs urban districts were grossly segregated by race1 and 

socioeconomic status. Often, we found, they were educated in extreme 

isolation just across district borders from students who were as 

disproportionately white, or white and Asian, and upper-income.  

That seemed to us a recipe for educational, social and constitutional disaster, 

especially in a state with the nationõs strongest state laws requiring racial 

balance in the schools wherever feasible. The only conceivable way to 

reconcile our strong and long-held constitutional principles with the reality of 

extreme segregation in urban New Jersey was in terms articulated by the 

former chief justice of the state supreme court Deborah Poritz. In a 2004 

decision of the court, Poritz said that for far too long we had paid òlip serviceó 

to the constitutional mandate, but not really acted to enforce it.2 In the 2013 

report, we urged the state, at long last, to align its action with its constitutional 

rhetoric. 

As we looked at the most current data to prepare this updated report, we 

discovered two important things: 

1. Despite our admonitions to the state, the plight of black and Hispanic 

students in our urban schools actually has worsened in terms of their 

isolation; but  

2. Largely as a result of demographic forces that have significantly 

diversified the stateõs general population, and with it the student 

population, New Jersey has a considerable number of school districts that 

are significantly diverse. 3 

We suspect that the first finding will not surprise those conversant with New 

Jerseyõs housing patterns and educational system, but that the second finding 

may. 160 of the stateõs 674 school districts (including charter schools, each of 

which is technically a school district), almost 25% of the total number, are 
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substantially diverse by a variety of measures, and many of those districts are 

unlikely to be on the radar screens of those who monitor school diversity. 

For this new report, we have looked at these seemingly contradictory trends 

through several related and overlapping lenses. We constructed Table 1 to 

summarize all of the segregation measures used in this report. Readers should 

use this table, which is located at the end of the introduction on page 16, as a 

reference. 

One measure is the segregation categories used by our research collaborators 

at the UCLA Civil Rights Project in 2013 and again in 2017. These include 

intensely segregated districts with between 1% and 10% white students and 

apartheid districts with fewer than 1% white students. In the 2017 report, we also 

identified white isolated districts with fewer than 10% nonwhite students. The 

value of these measures lies in their ability to identify the areas of New Jersey 

where the most extreme racial segregation exists. However, we must use other 

measures to understand conditions in the overwhelming majority of areas that 

do not suffer from these extreme forms of school segregation. 

A second lens is the proportionality scores we have pioneered. These compare 

the student demographic profiles of schools, districts and counties with one 

another and, ultimately with the statewide profile. We use proportionality as a 

way to give substance to the term òdiversity,ó by dividing all the stateõs school 

districts into four groupings: Highly Proportional, Somewhat Proportional, 

Somewhat Disproportional and Highly Disproportional. This measure illuminates 

a more complete spectrum of segregation and integration by highlighting the 

degree to which the demographic composition of a single entity matches the 

overall demographic profile of the larger entities in which it is embedded.  

A third lens, also of our creation, is related to the second. It operationalizes the 

proportionality scores by converting the four groupings described above into 

three categories of districts, each linked to a set of policy and legal 

recommendations.  We call this our School District Diversity Categories. 

Category 1 includes all the districts identified as Highly or Somewhat 

Proportional wherever they are located in the state. Category 2 includes all the 

districts identified as Somewhat or Highly Disproportional that are located in 

Highly or Somewhat Proportional counties. Category 3 includes all the districts 

identified as Somewhat or Highly Disproportional that are located in Somewhat 

or Highly Disproportional counties.  
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In effect, this third lens provides us with a vision that leads to the reportõs 

comprehensive action plan through which New Jersey can move toward 

thoroughgoing statewide school integration for all its students.  

Of course, many elements of this action plan, as the report explains, are neither 

easy nor likely to be fully implemented in the near term. The problems of our 

most segregated school districts, and especially the hard-pressed urban 

districts that were the focus not only of our 2013 report, but also of other 

educational improvement strategies such as those embodied by the Abbott v. 

Burke funding and educational reform remedies, will be complicated to solve 

fully. But even in those districts, and their converse, white isolated districts, 

important steps can be taken to ameliorate the problem and bring at least 

some of the educational benefits of diversity to their students. 

This report will be divided into four sections: 

1. The first section will be a narrative discussion of the three distinct measures 

referenced above and of their application to New Jerseyõs demographic 

data and, to a limited extent, to educational outcomes data. This is 

desig ned to shed light both on the current state of diversity and 

integration across the stateõs public schools and to the educational 

implications of student exposure to greater or lesser degrees of diversity 

and integration. We will describe the evolution, me aning and import of 

each measure. In the interests of full transparency, we will share our 

judgments about the strengths and limitations of each. In the spirit of a 

famous New Jerseyan, Albert Einstein, we will try to make this section, 

indeed the entire r eport, as simple as possible, but not simpler.  

 

2. The second section will focus on applying these measures to the best 

available and most current data in a series of tables, graphs and maps 

interspersed by explanatory text. We have chosen to concentrate most  of 

the data into this section because we understand that some readers may 

be less interested in, or less comfortable with, the data analysis than with 

other aspects of this report, and other readers may be  primarily  interested 

in the data.  
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3. The third sec tion will relate these measures, and their application to the 

underlying data, to policy and legal strategies designed to enable each 

category of school districts to begin to reap the benefits of educational 

diversity for their students as soon and as full y as possible. Without 

elaborating on the full details of this s ection, suffice it to say that:  

a.  For Category 1, which includes the stateõs most proportional/diverse 

school districts, the strategies will focus on maintaining or even 

improving existing distr ict -level diversity and extending it to the 

school and classroom levels.  

b.  For Category 2, which includes districts with low  

proportionality/diversity  that  are located in relatively diverse 

counties, the strategies will focus on increasing diversity within 

existing district lines  while  exploring ways to change or bridge district 

lines to provide more students with an integrated educational 

experience, 4 as well as to extend diversity to the school and 

classroom levels. We discovered that this category includes  a 

substantial number of the stateõs most segregated districts.5 The fact 

that they are located in relatively diverse counties makes our 

longstanding failure to find the means to increase their diversity all 

the starker and more inexplicable.  

c.  For Category 3, which also includes districts with low  

proportionality/diversity but that are located in counties that also 

lack substantial diversity, the challenges of bringing the benefits of 

diversity to their students are  even more complicated and the 

responses ha ve to be the most creative and far -reaching. This 

category, like Category 2, contains many districts that are the most 

deeply segregated for black and Hispanic students in apartheid or 

intensely segregated schools and districts or for white students in 

whi te isolated schools and districts. Because their counties also lack 

diversity, selectively changing or bridging existing district lines is still a 

possibility, but a more uncertain and complicated one than for  

Category 2  districts. Therefore, other more li mited strategies may 

have to be utilized, at least in the near term.  
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4. The final section will combine these policy and legal strategies into a 

succinctly stated but comprehensive state action plan for diversifying 

New Jerseyõs schools, which will include important statewide measures as 

well as the category -specific measures described in the prior section.  

The report will conclude with appendices that include references to key source 

materials and demographic profiles for each New Jersey school district. 

Additionally, this report is accompanied by an interactive map that readers 

can use to explore the county-level, district-level, and school-level data utilized 

and developed for this report. This map can be accessed at 
ƘǧǇΥκκǿǿǿΦŎŜƴǘŜǊŦƻǊŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅŀƴŘŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅƛƴŜŘǳŎŀǝƻƴΦŎƻƳκǊŜƭŀǘŜŘπƭƛƴƪǎκΦ 

 

1 New Jersey uses seven categories for race: white, black, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, 

Hawaiian Native, and Two or More Races. We have collapsed Native American, Hawaiian 

Native, and Two or More Races into a single òotheró category because of the relatively small 

numbers of children who identify in these ways. We take this approach in an effort to give 

more statistical weight to the category, not to withdraw significance from the separate 

identities. For the purposes of this report, we use the term race to discuss and represent these 

predefined categories with the full recognition that these categories are limiting and also 

denote some aspects of ethnicity. 

2 In Re Petition for Authorization to Conduct a Referendum on the Withdrawal of North Haledon 

School District from the Passaic County Manchester Regional High School District, 181  N.J. 161 

(2004). 

 
3 Unless noted otherwise, we use the term diverse to signify the presence of a significant 

number of people from different racial and ethnic backgrounds. As we discuss in greater 

detail, we idealize shaping New Jerseyõs schools and districts in a way that closely matches the 

diversity that exists at the state-level. It is essential to note that diversity does not automatically 

translate to inclusion or to equity. However, diversity does create the conditions needed to 

promote inclusion and equity most efficiently and effectively.   

4 To the extent school district reorganization deserves serious remedial considerati on in this 

category, there is a long lineage, dating back to at least the 1960s, of state blue ribbon 

commission recommendations that urge thoroughgoing reorganization for educational and 

fiscal efficiency reasons. There is also a 2007 statute, the Uniform  Shared Services and 

Consolidation Act, P.L. 2007, c. 63 (NJSA 40A:65 -1 through 65 -35), whose so -called CORE reform 

components (the CORE Act) required executive county superintendents to develop plans for 

consolidating districts so that all provided a full  K-12 educational program.  

5 Districts with the most severe segregation problems, perhaps not coincidentally, often also 

have the most severe educational problems.   

                                                           

 

http://www.centerfordiversityandequalityineducation.com/related-links/
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Measure  Definition  

Extreme Segregation   

     Apartheid  Less than 1% of students are white  

Intensely Segregated  Between 1% and 10% o f students are white  

White Isolated  Less than  10% of students are nonwhite  

Poverty Levels   

Low  Less than 10% of students qualify for free or reduced -price lunch  

Below Average  Less than 38% of students qualify for free or reduced -price lunch  

Above Aver age More than 38% of students qualify for free or reduced -price lunch  

High  More than 50% of students qualify for free or reduced -price lunch  

Proportionality Categories   

 

Proportional  

(including the two categories below)  

 

Less than 25% of students would need to be exchanged with 
students of a different race  

 

Highly Proportional  Less than 10% of students would need to be exchanged with 

students of a different race  

Somewhat Proportional  Between 10% and 25% of students would need to be exchanged 

with stude nts of a different race  

 
Disproportional  

(including the two categories below)  

 
More than 25% of students would need to be exchanged with 

students of a different race  
 

Somewhat Disproportional  Between 25% and 50% of students would need to be exchanged 

wit h students of a different race  

Highly Disproportional  More than 50% of students would need to be exchanged with 

students of a different race  

District Diversity Categories  

(derived from the Proportionality 

Categories)  

 

Category 1  All districts that are proportional to the state (either Highly or 

Somewhat Proportional)  

Category 2  Districts that are disproportional to the state (either Somewhat or 

Highly Disproportional) that are located in counties that are 

proportional to the state  

Category 3  District s that are disproportional to the state (either Somewhat or 
Highly Disproportional) that are located in counties that are 

disproportional to the state  

¢!.[9 мΥ {¦aa!w¸ hC {9Dw9D!¢Lhb a9!{¦w9{ 
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3ôòăøþý ю 

!ý )ýăāþóĄòăøþý ăþ ðýó /ąôāąøôĆ þõ 

1Ąðýăøăðăøąô 2ôĂôðāò÷ þý 3ò÷þþû $øąôāĂøăĈ 

Typically, quantitative research on school diversity has sought to identify areas 

that are plagued by the most extreme forms of school segregation. Prior to this 

report, we have approached our research on school segregation using 

measures of extreme school segregation in three studies done in collaboration 

with the UCLA Civil Rights Project. The logic behind structuring school diversity 

research in this way is based on the reality that many districts and schools in the 

United States remain deeply segregated despite decades of legal, legislative 

and grassroots efforts to reshape the educational experience of the nationõs 

children.  

While we recognize the need to continue studying the most segregated 

schools in order to undo the structures that perpetuate this problem, we have 

begun to question whether the hyper-focus on extreme forms of school 

segregation has actually held us back from cultivating and maximizing school 

diversity. By focusing on extreme forms of school segregation, we may have (1) 

hindered our ability to maximize the educational benefits of preexisting school 

diversity, (2) missed opportunities to cultivate greater levels of diversity in 

schools that linger somewhere between integrated and segregated, and (3) 

ignored more creative ways to create spaces for diverse groups of students to 

learn together even when residential demographic patterns and geography 

appear to make this infeasible. It is for these reasons that we take a new and 

unconventional approach to studying school diversity in this report. 

The quantitative findings presented in this report begin with a traditional 

analysis of extreme forms of school segregation; however, we quickly turn to 

two new approaches for measuring and analyzing school integration that we 

believe provide policymakers, school leaders and the public with a clear and 

practical path toward cultivating increased levels of school diversity for all 

children. Before turning to these findings and our associated 

recommendations, we offer a brief overview of the research methods we 

employed in our work (Refer to Table 1 on page 16 for a summary of all the 

measures used in this report). 
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Measuring Extreme Forms of School Segregation  

We rely on measures originated by the UCLA Civil Rights Project (CRP) to 

provide a brief discussion of extreme forms of school segregation in New 

Jersey. In particular, we consider CRPõs two primary categories of extreme 

segregationñapartheid and intensely segregated schools and districts. 

Apartheid schools or districts have populations with less than 1% white students. 

Intensely segregated schools or districts have populations with between 1% 

and 10% white students. In addition to these two levels of segregation, we also 

analyze white isolated spaces. We originally discussed these schools and 

districts with a population that is 90% or more white in the 2017 UCLA Civil Rights 

Project report, New Jerseyõs Segregated Schools: Trends and Paths Forward.  

Our brief analysis of these three forms of extreme segregation adds to the 

extensive body of literature highlighting the most egregiously segregated 

schools and districts.  

Measuring and analyzing segregation in this manner allows us to both locate 

the schools and districts with the most problematic levels of segregation and 

highlight long-term trends in extreme segregation. In the past, identifying 

apartheid, intensely segregated and white isolated schools and districts has 

allowed us to shock the public into greater awareness of the persistent and 

growing problem of school segregation, but it has not yet led to any lasting 

solutions. Building and implementing solutions to the problem of extreme 

segregation has proven to be elusive. Most recommendations have focused 

on piecemeal inter-district transfer programs and on long-term residential shifts. 

Although school district consolidation can serve diversity, as well as 

educational efficiency and fiscal, purposes, and has been recommended by a 

long line of New Jersey blue ribbon commissions for decades, it has gained 

little traction thus far.  

While inter-district transfer programs1 have had a degree of success in places 

like Hartford, such programs have been relatively limited in scope despite 

taking tremendous amounts of time and resources to implement and have left 

many students in deeply segregated schools and districts. Similarly, residential 

integration efforts move slowly and have accomplished less than we hoped. 

Because measuring and reporting extreme forms of segregation has failed to 

resolve the problem on the scale required, we turn to a new approach.  
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A New School Integration Measure: Proportionality  

In an effort to create a measure of school integration that is aspirational, 

responsive to large-scale demographic changes, and of practical use to policy 

makers and school leaders, we constructed the proportionality score that 

serves as the foundation of this report. The proportionality score directly 

measures the percent of children who would need to be exchanged with 

children from a different racial background in order to ensure that the 

demographic composition of the student body perfectly matches the 

demographic profile of the full collection of spaces being studied.2  

In this report, we use the proportionality score to compare New Jerseyõs schools 

to the district, county or state where they are located; to compare New 

Jerseyõs districts to the county or state where they are located; to compare 

New Jerseyõs counties to the state; and to compare New Jersey as a whole to 

the entire country. To give one example, the proportionality score tells us the 

percent of students at an individual school who would need to be exchanged 

with students from different racial backgrounds in order to ensure that the 

schoolõs demographic profile perfectly matches the stateõs demographic 

profile. Each proportionality score compares the demographic profile of a 

smaller unit to a larger area (i.e., school to district, district to state, or county to 

state). 

While the proportionality score is a continuous variable that ranges from 0% to 

100%, we have used that measure to divide schools, districts and counties into 

four groupings for practical purposes.3 We label spaces where less than 10% of 

the student population would need to be changed in order to achieve perfect 

proportionality as highly proportional; spaces where between 10% and 25% of 

the student population would need to be changed as somewhat proportional; 

spaces where between 25% and 50% of the student population would need to 

be changed as somewhat disproportional; and spaces where more than 50% 

of the student population would need to be changed as highly 

disproportional.  

The proportionality score has the benefit of capturing the relative state of 

diversity in all schools, districts and counties. It provides more nuance than the 

measures of extreme segregation, and it directs us toward an ideal rather than 

away from an unacceptable condition. Furthermore, the proportionality score 

accounts for all major racial groups equally rather than comparing the white 

population to all other groups combined. Despite these powerful benefits of 

the proportionality score, it has its own drawbacks.  
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The biggest drawback of the proportionality score is that it has the potential to 

be misleading under certain circumstances because it purely focuses on the 

degree to which the demographic profile of a district (or another unit) 

matches the demographic profile of the state (or another unit).4 It is possible for 

a district to have a more favorable proportionality score but relatively low 

diversity and for the opposite to hold true as well.  For example, some schools 

are classified as somewhat proportional in comparison to the state, but have 

few students of a particular racial group (as is true of North Arlington, where the 

proportionality score is 20.2% and 58.6% of students are white, 34.1% of students 

are Hispanic, 4.1% of students are Asian, and only 1.4% of students are black). 

In a different example, a school could be classified as somewhat 

disproportional and yet have significant numbers of students from all racial 

backgrounds (as is true of Union, where the proportionality score is 27.6% and 

42.9% of students are black, 23.8% are Hispanic, 21.1% are white, and 10.0% are 

Asian). In the case of North Arlington, the black population, Hispanic 

population, and white population more closely match the demographic profile 

of the state than in Union and create the statistical conditions equating to a 

label of somewhat proportional despite having only 4.1% Asian students and 

1.4% black students. On the other hand, Union has few white students and far 

more black students in comparison to the state, leading to a label of 

somewhat disproportional despite the fact that at least 10% of its students 

come from each of the major racial categories.  

Despite this significant drawback of the proportionality score, there is a value 

to the measure even in cases such as North Arlington and Union. While Union 

may be able to create more diverse learning environments than North 

Arlington because of the demographic breakdown of the districts, a larger 

proportion of Unionõs students would need to change districts to move the 

district toward perfect proportionality. The ultimate value in the proportionality 

score is that it points us toward an idealized condition for ALL schools and 

districts rather than stopping at a benchmark of acceptable diversity for 

individual schools and districts. If we seek to ensure that all children attend 

school in diverse learning environments, the aspirational goal of perfect 

proportionality might be the only logical target. 

The cases of Union and North Arlington assist in highlighting how the 

proportionality score translates to practical, though challenging, remedies for 

the state. As a self-contained environment, Union has a level of diversity that 

we may think is acceptable, but its level of disproportionality contributes to a 

condition in which other districts lack diversity. Ultimately, Union has a much 

higher proportion of black students than the state average and achieving high 
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levels of diversity within all districts would require that a large portion of Unionõs 

black population attend school in another district through either residential 

shifts or changes in school assignment practices.  The proportionality score 

invites policy makers and school leaders to work toward a racial balance in all 

schools and districts that parallels the demographics of the state as a whole in 

order to ensure that no children remain trapped in segregated learning 

environments. Working toward this goal requires that disproportional yet diverse 

districts, such as Union, move toward a different kind of racial balance that 

matches the stateõs demographic profile. This shift would help ensure that 

children in less diverse districts are able to benefit from diversity.  

 

School District Diversity Categories  

We build on the proportionality scores to create three overarching categories 

of school district diversityñeach of which has practical significance. Category 

1 districts have preexisting levels of diversity that make it possible to provide all 

of their students with an education in schools and classrooms that are relatively 

racially diverse. These districts are all categorized as either highly proportional 

or somewhat proportional, which means that fewer than 25% of their students 

would need to be exchanged with students from different demographic 

backgrounds in order to perfectly match the overall demographic profile of 

New Jerseyõs public school students. 

Category 2 districts typically do not have sufficient levels of diversity to ensure 

that all students in these districts obtain an education in racially diverse schools 

and classrooms. These districts are all categorized as either highly 

disproportional or somewhat disproportional, which means that more than 25% 

of students in these districts would need to be exchanged with students from 

different demographic backgrounds in order to perfectly match the overall 

demographic profile of New Jerseyõs public school students. Despite the lack 

of diversity internal to these districts, Category 2 districts are located in counties 

with student populations that are relatively racially diverse categorized as 

either highly proportional or somewhat proportional. This means that fewer 

than 25% of students in these counties would need to be exchanged with 

students from different demographic backgrounds in order to reflect statewide 

diversity. While Category 2 districts generally cannot, on their own, ensure that 

students learn in diverse environments, they are embedded in diverse counties 

and have the opportunity to construct diverse learning environments by 

changing or bridging district boundaries.  
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Category 3 districts are similar to Category 2 districts in that they typically do 

not have sufficient levels of diversity to ensure that all their students obtain an 

education in racially diverse schools and classrooms. All of these districts are 

categorized as either highly disproportional or somewhat disproportional. In 

addition to the lack of diversity internal to these districts, Category 3 districts 

are located in counties that also lack diverse student populations and are 

categorized as either highly disproportional or somewhat disproportional. Unlike 

Category 2 districts, Category 3 districts cannot easily construct diverse 

learning environments by crossing district boundaries because of the relative 

dearth of diversity in the counties where they are located. Category 3 districts 

present the greatest practical challenges to policy makers and school leaders 

seeking to provide students with an education in racially diverse classrooms.   

  

A Note on the Benefits and Drawbacks of Averaging  

Before turning to the data on extreme school segregation, proportionality, and 

district diversity, we must offer a brief note on our analysis. Throughout the 

findings section, we group schools and districts by various categories using the 

measures of segregation and integration discussed above. Many of our tables 

present averages for the demographic profiles and educational outcomes of 

students in different categories. We use these averages as a starting point for 

more nuanced discussion. In certain cases, the averages are clear and logical. 

For example, the average demographic composition of all apartheid schools 

aligns with all logical assumptions about this group of schools. For this group of 

schools, the white student population is always below 1%, which means that 

the average for the category has a white population that falls below 1%.  

On the other hand, the message conveyed by averages presented for district 

diversity categories is less clear and self-evident. For example, the average 

demographic compositions for Categories 1, 2 and 3 schools are all quite 

similar to one another and to the stateõs overall demographic profile (see Table 

14), but the reasons for that differ from category to category. By definition, 

Category 1 is composed of districts that all closely match the stateõs profile, 

which means the average is derived from districts that are quite similar. On the 

other hand, Categories 2 and 3 are made up of districts that have 

demographic compositions that are highly dissimilar from the state average in 

one direction or the other. In this case, the average is the result of amassing 

districts that fall at extremes rather than close to the center.  
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Simple statistics dictate that the average of 4 and 6 is 5; similarly, the average 

of 1 and 9 is 5.While the average in both examples is the same, the data that 

lead to the average are quite different. It is important to keep this simplified 

example in mind when reviewing the findings. In cases where the averages 

require deeper analysis, we do so in the text. In certain cases, we include 

standard deviations as well. Standard deviations inform us about the degree to 

which the data deviate from the average. Small standard deviations indicate 

that the data typically fall close to the average. Large standard deviations 

indicate that much of the data fall at a greater distance from the average. 

With these notes on our data and methods in mind, let us now turn to our 

findings. 

1 There are three types of inter-district programs that have been used relatively widely for 

school integration purposes: (i) inter-district desegregation transfer plans, which enable 

students to choose to attend schools outside of their districts of residence; (ii) inter-district 

enrollment in themed magnet schools, which students from both urban and suburban districts 

can choose to attend; and (iii) regional controlled choice programs, which effectively enlarge 

attendance zones beyond individual school districts and then seek to promote integration by 

a combination of voluntary and involuntary features. These programs are discussed in some 

detail in Section 3 of this report. See also Amy Stuart Wells et al., Boundary Crossing for Diversity, 

Equity and Achievement: Inter-District School Desegregation and Educational Opportunity 

(2009); Erica Frankenberg, Assessing Segregation Under a New Generation of Controlled 

Choice Policies (2017); and Erica Frankenberg and Genevieve Siegel-Hawley, Segregation by 

District Boundary Line: The Fragmentation of Memphis Area Schools (2017). 

 
2 We include students identified as Asian, black, Hispanic, white, or òotheró in separate 

categories for this measure. Readers seeking a full technical description of the proportionality 

score should see Appendix B. 

3 In practice, the proportionality score cannot reach 100%, because there is no situation in 

which 100% of students would need to be exchanged with students from a different 

demographic background in order to match the demographic profile of the larger area. 

4 As noted earlier, Appendix B provides a full technical definition of the proportionality score. 
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In the 2016-2017 school year, there were 674 school districts, 2,514 schools, and 

1,373,267 students in New Jersey. While New Jersey has a few large school 

districts (Newark serves over 35,000 students), the average school district serves 

2,037 students, and the median school district serves 946 students.1 As those 

data suggest, a substantial number of New Jerseyõs school districts serve only a 

portion of the total K-12 universe of students. Across the state, 26.5% of districts 

are elementary districts, 7.1% are secondary districts, 52.7% are K-12 unified 

districts, and 13.6% are charter districts (as a legal matter, each charter school 

is considered its own district).  The fact that overall more than 40% of the stateõs 

school districts educate less than the full K-12 spectrum means that they 

become either sending or receiving districts and have to rely on other districts 

to educate their resident students during part of their educational careers. The 

strong likelihood is that this introduces educational and fiscal inefficiencies into 

the New Jersey system of free public schools. The relatively small enrollment 

sizes of most of the stateõs school districts, combined with our still high level of 

residential segregation, also contributes to the persistent problems of school 

segregation. 

During the 2016-2017 academic year, 45.3% of New Jerseyõs public school 

students were white, 27.1% were Hispanic, 15.5% were black, 9.9% were Asian, 

and 2.1% identified as part of some other racial or ethnic group (see Table 2). 

38.0% of students qualified for free or reduced-price lunch, which is an 

indicator of poverty, and 5.3% were classified as having limited English 

proficiency. The current demographic profile of New Jerseyõs schools has 

changed significantly in the short period of time that elapsed between the 

2010-2011 academic year discussed in the 2013 publication of the New 

Jerseyõs Apartheid and Intensely Segregated Urban Schools report and this 

current study. Between the 2010-2011 academic year and the 2016-2017 

academic year, there has been a 4.4% increase in total student enrollment; 

there has been little change in the black student population; there has been a 

significant decrease in the white student population; and there have been 

substantial increases in Asian students, Hispanic students, and students who 

identify as some other race or ethnicity. In the 2010-2011 academic year, a 

majority of students in New Jersey were white. There is no longer a single racial 
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group in the majority. Such a shift is noteworthy and has led to greater overall 

diversity in the New Jersey public school system.  

 
 

2010-2011 2016-2017 Percent 

Change  
 

# % # % 

Total Enrollment 1,315,054 -- 1,373,267 -- 4.4% 

Asian Students 119,670 9.1% 136,466 9.9% 14.0% 

Black Students 214,354 16.3% 213,115 15.5% -0.6% 

Hispanic Students 284,052 21.6% 372,657 27.1% 31.2% 

White Students 686,458 52.2% 622,360 45.3% -9.3% 

Other Students 10,520 0.8% 28,670 2.1% 172.5% 

Students in 

Poverty 

430,023 32.7% 521,576 38.0% 21.3% 

¢!.[9 нΥ {¢!¢9²L59 t¦.[L/ {/Ihh[ 59ahDw!tIL/ twhCL[9Σ нлмлπнлмм !b5 нлмсπнлмт 

In the 2016-2017 school year, 51.8% of the students demonstrated proficiency in 

English Language Arts and 41.8% demonstrated proficiency in math on the 

spring 2017 PARCC exams.2 The graduation rate was 90.1%, and, of the 77.7% 

of students who matriculated to college, 35.6% attended two-year colleges 

and 64.4% attended four-year colleges. 

These statewide averages establish a baseline for comparison in the remainder 

of this report. In the sections that follow, we provide an analysis of the 

opportunities and challenges for New Jerseyõs public schools. The current data 

also enable us to describe, analyze and consider the implications of this 

reportõs two major findings identified in the introductionñthat, concurrently 

and seemingly paradoxically, (1) the extreme segregation experienced by 

about a quarter of New Jersey students, mostly low-income students of color 

residing in urban communities, has worsened, but (2) demographic changes in 

the state have produced substantial student diversity in approximately 25% of 

school districts.  The report traces both of these trends first through this data 

section and then through the section presenting recommendations for assuring 

that New Jerseyõs constitutional and public policy commitments to its public 

school students are honored at long last.3  

We begin this data section by discussing several well-established measures of 

racial segregation in New Jerseyõs schools. Next we turn to a brief analysis of 

economic segregation in the stateõs schools. Finally, we present our own new 
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measures of segregation and integration that specifically connect to a set of 

policy recommendations we put forward which seek to move New Jerseyõs 

public education system toward a place of true equity.  

 

Extreme  Segregation  

In the 2016-2017 school year, 7.8% of students in New Jersey attended 

apartheid schools, a term used to describe spaces where less than 1% of 

students are white. Nearly four-fifths of students in these schools live in poverty.4 

An additional 13.5% of students attend intensely segregated schools, where 90-

99% of students are nonwhite. More than three-quarters of students in these 

schools live in poverty. Finally, 3.1% of students attend white isolated schools, 

where over 90% of children are white. Only 10.8% of students in white isolated 

schools live in poverty, a dramatically different number than in apartheid and 

intensely segregated schools. 

As highlighted in Table 4, nearly half of the black students in New Jerseyõs 

public schools are isolated in either apartheid schools or intensely segregated 

schools. Similarly, close to 45% of Hispanic students in New Jerseyõs public 

schools attend either apartheid schools or intensely segregated schools. 

Likewise, over 40% of students living in poverty and over half of students with 

limited English proficiency are in either apartheid schools or intensely 

segregated schools. 

Most research on school segregation focuses on the harm caused by the 

isolation of black and Hispanic students. We are troubled by all forms of 

segregation, because school segregation in any form establishes conditions in 

which children are prevented from developing a healthy and informed 

perspective of our diverse society. In total, nearly a quarter of New Jerseyõs 

public school students are directly harmed by the extreme forms of 

segregation seen in apartheid schools, intensely segregated schools, and white 

isolated schools. See Table 3 for a summary of these forms of segregation at 

the school level, Table 5 for a summary of these forms of segregation at the 

district level, and Map 1 for the locations of these segregated districts and 

schools. As Map 1 illustrates, apartheid and intensely segregated schools are 

concentrated in urban areas, including Newark, Camden and Trenton, while 

white isolated schools are concentrated in the less populous northwest corner 

of the state and along parts of the shore. 
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# 

Schools 

% 

Schools 

#  

Students 

% 

Students 

% 

Poverty 

%    

LEP 

Apartheid 190 7.6% 107709 7.8% 78.4% 13.1% 

Intensely Segregated 319 12.7% 185042.5 13.5% 76.5% 13.9% 

White Isolated 96 3.8% 42778.5 3.1% 10.8% 0.3% 

Total High Segregation 605 24.1% 335530 24.4% 68.7% 11.9% 

TABLE 3: SCHOOL-LEVEL SEGREGATION, 2016-2017 

 

 

  White   Black Hispanic Asian Poverty LEP 

  # % # % # % # % # % # % 

State total 622360 -- 213115 -- 372657 -- 136466 -- 521576 -- 72257 -- 

Apartheid 444 0.1% 52959 24.8% 53354 14.3% 565 0.4% 84443 16.2% 14081 19.5% 

Intensely 

segregated 
7825 1.3% 51914 24.4% 112529 30.2% 11190 8.2% 141537 27.1% 25795 35.7% 

White 

Isolated 
39397 6.3% 537 0.3% 1727 0.5% 637 0.5% 4632 0.9% 124 0.2% 

Total 

Extreme 

Segregation 

47665 7.7% 105409 49.5% 167610 45.0% 12392 9.1% 230611 44.2% 40000 55.4% 

¢!.[9 пΥ {¢¦59b¢{ 9·t9wL9b/LbD 9·¢w9a9 {9Dw9D!¢LhbΣ нлмсπнлмт 

 

 
# 

Districts 

% 

Districts 

# 

Students 

% 

Students 

% 

Poverty 

%      

LEP 

Apartheid 43 6.4% 75877 5.5% 78.7% 13.7% 

Intensely Segregated 57 8.5% 205997 15.0% 78.7% 14.5% 

White Isolated 53 7.9% 33182 2.4% 10.7% 0.3% 

Total High Segregation 153 22.7% 315055 22.9% 71.5% 12.8% 

TABLE 5: DISTRICT-LEVEL SEGREGATION, 2016-2017 
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While the proportion of apartheid and intensely segregated schools has risen 

dramatically since 1990, recent trends indicate a new pattern may be 

emerging. Figure 1 shows changes in the proportion of schools characterized 

by the various forms of extreme segregation. Between the 1989-1990 school 

year and the 2015-2016 school year, the proportion of apartheid or intensely 

segregated schools rose. However, between the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 

school years, there was a decrease in the proportion of apartheid schools, but, 

despite that, the combined proportions of intensely segregated and apartheid 

schools did increase slightly between 2015-2016 and 2016-2017. It is unclear if 

the recent decrease in apartheid schools is an anomaly or if a shift has 

occurred. Regardless of the cause of that recent decrease, the reality is that 

nearly a quarter of New Jerseyõs public schools are still characterized by some 

form of extreme segregation. Strikingly, the proportion of white isolated schools 

has steadily and consistently decreased since the 1989-1990 school yearñin 

1990, 32.1% of schools were white isolated, and in 2017, 3.8% of schools were 

white isolated . As a result, the overall proportion of schools characterized by 

extreme segregation has declined from 43.5% in 1989-1990 to 24.1% in 2016-

2017.  

 

 

CLD¦w9 мΥ ¢w9b5{ hC 9·¢w9a9 [9±9[{ hC {/Ihh[ {9Dw9D!¢Lhb 

 

Research unequivocally demonstrates far-reaching harm associated with the 

high levels of segregation that are found in many spaces across New Jersey.5 
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The most readily available measures of this harm can be seen in college 

matriculation rates, dropout rates, graduation rates and proficiency levels on 

standardized exams. Admittedly, these outcomes measures are limited in 

scope, but they highlight some of the serious effects of segregation. Table 6 

shows that students attending apartheid and intensely segregated schools 

matriculate to college at much lower rates than the state average, they drop 

out at higher rates, they graduate at lower rates, and they are less likely to 

demonstrate proficiency on standardized exams. By comparison, using these 

traditional outcomes measures, students in white isolated schools have higher 

college matriculation rates, lower dropout rates, higher graduation rates, and 

higher levels of achievement on standardized exams than the statewide 

averages. While some may try to argue that these seemingly positive outcomes 

suggest white isolation benefits students, our analysis in subsequent sections of 

this report demonstrates that students in integrated schools achieve at similar 

levels as those found in white isolated schools. Additionally, these limited 

outcomes measures discount the value of learning how to function in diverse 

communities. 

 
 

% College 

Matriculation 

2-YR 

College 

4-YR 

College 

Dropout 

Rate 

Graduation 

Rate 

% 

Proficient 

ELA 

% 

Proficient 

Math 

State Total 77.7% 35.6% 64.4% 1.1% 91.1% 51.0% 41.8% 

Apartheid 63.6% 47.2% 52.8% 2.5% 79.9% 25.4% 17.9% 

Intensely 

Segregated 

69.0% 50.4% 49.6% 1.7% 82.3% 35.1% 26.6% 

White 

Isolated 

82.1% 31.9% 68.1% 0.6% 95.8% 59.8% 49.7% 

Total High 

Segregation 

69.0% NA NA 1.8% 83.2% 35.2% 26.7% 

TABLE 6: EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES BY SCHOOL-LEVEL SEGREGATION, 2016-2017 

 

Economic Segregation  

While not the focus of this report, economic segregation cannot be ignored in 

any conversation about racial segregation. As a result of both historical and 

ongoing racial discrimination in our society, economic opportunity continues to 

be intractably linked to race. As noted above, 38% of public school students in 

New Jersey qualify for free or reduced-price lunch and are classified as living in 
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poverty. Table 7 highlights the demographic composition of schools where less 

than 10% of students live in poverty, schools where less than 38% of students live 

in poverty, schools where more than 38% of students live in poverty, and 

schools where more than 50% of students live in poverty.  While Asian and white 

students only make up 55.2% of all students in the state, 87.3% of students in low 

poverty schools are Asian or white. Barely 10% of students in low poverty 

schools are black or Hispanic. Conversely, four out of five students in high 

poverty schools are black or Hispanic even though only two out of five students 

across the state are black or Hispanic. Map 2 shows the locations of schools 

and districts by poverty-level. One pattern of note is the close proximity of 

areas with low poverty and high poverty in the northeast corner of the state, 

abutting New York City. 

 

 

 
 

# 

Schools 

% 

Schools 

# 

Students 

% 

Students 

% 

White 

% 

Black 

% 

Hispanic 

% 

Asian 

% 

LEP 

State 

Total 
2514 100.0% 1373267 100.0% 45.3% 15.5% 27.1% 9.9% 5.3% 

<10% 589 23.4% 312746 22.8% 70.6% 2.8% 7.4% 16.7% 1.3% 

Below 

Average 
1465 58.3% 780084 56.8% 65.3% 6.6% 11.8% 13.8% 1.8% 

Above 

Average 
1049 41.7% 593182.5 43.2% 19.1% 27.2% 47.3% 4.9% 9.8% 

>50% 809 32.2% 466078.5 33.9% 14.0% 29.0% 51.9% 4.0% 11.4% 

TABLE 7: DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SCHOOLS BY PROPORTION OF STUDENTS QUALIFYING 

FOR FREE OR REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH, 2016-2017 
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Table 8 demonstrates the link between poverty and traditional measures of 

educational outcomes. When compared to the state average, students in low-

poverty schools are significantly more likely to attend college (most matriculate 

to four-year colleges), less likely to drop out, more likely to graduate, and more 

likely to demonstrate ELA and math proficiency. Conversely, students 

attending high-poverty schools are significantly less likely to attend college 

(nearly half of those going to college matriculate to two-year schools), more 

likely to drop out, less likely to graduate, and less likely to demonstrate ELA and 

math proficiency. These data underscore the need to pursue a plan to 

eliminate poverty.  

 

 

% College 

Matriculation 

2-YR 

College 

4-YR 

College 

Dropout 

Rate 

Graduation 

Rate 

% 

Proficient 

ELA 

% 

Proficient 

Math 

State Total 77.7% 35.6% 64.4% 1.1% 91.1% 51.0% 41.8% 

<10% 87.3% 16.2% 83.8% 0.4% 96.8% 69.7% 61.6% 

Below Average  82.8% 28.0% 72.0% 0.6% 94.8% 61.4% 52.4% 

Above Average  69.5% 47.9% 52.1% 1.6% 85.0% 37.0% 27.6% 

>50% 67.9% 49.4% 50.6% 1.7% 83.7% 34.6% 25.7% 

TABLE 8: EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES BY PROPORTION OF STUDENTS QUALIFYING FOR FREE OR 

REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH, 2016-2017 

 

Proportionality  

The proportionality score, used to identify educational spaces with varying 

levels of diversity, indicates the degree to which the demographic composition 

of a school, district, county or state matches the demographic composition of 

a larger geographic area. Before looking internally, it is worth noting the state-

nation proportionality score for New Jersey.  The population of public school 

students in New Jersey is highly proportional to the total public school 

population in the United States. Less than 6% of students in New Jersey would 

need to be exchanged with students of a different race in order to perfectly 

match the demographic profile of the country. This means that the schools and 

districts that are proportional to New Jerseyõs overall student population are 

also likely to be proportional to the student population for the country as a 

whole.6 

Table 9 summarizes the proportionality of New Jerseyõs schools, districts, and 

counties. 93.2% of schools in New Jersey closely match the demographic 
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composition of their districts, and only 6.8% are disproportional. Given that a 

majority of New Jerseyõs 674 school districts serve less than one thousand 

students and contain a small number of schools, the high level of school-district 

proportionality is unsurprising.   

 
 

Schools to 

Districts 

Schools to 

Counties 

Schools to   

State 

Districts to 

Counties 

Districts to 

State 

Counties to 

State 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Highly 

Proportional7 
1861 74.0% 336 13.4% 60 2.4% 131 19.4% 14 2.1% 2 9.1% 

Somewhat 

Proportional 
482 19.2% 886 35.2% 568 22.6% 252 37.4% 146 21.7% 11 50.0% 

Somewhat 

Disproportional 
163 6.5% 964 38.3% 1404 55.8% 224 33.2% 414 61.4% 9 40.9% 

Highly 

Disproportional 
8 0.3% 328 13.0% 482 19.2% 67 9.9% 100 14.8% 0 0.0% 

Total 

Proportional 
2343 93.2% 1222 48.6% 628 25.0% 383 56.8% 160 23.7% 13 59.1% 

Total 

Disproportional 
171 6.8% 1292 51.4% 1886 75.0% 291 43.2% 514 76.3% 9 40.9% 

¢!.[9 фΥ twhthw¢Lhb![L¢¸ /!¢9DhwL9{Σ нлмсπнлмт 

 

When compared to the statewide demographic composition of public school 

students, only 2.4% of schools and 2.1% of districts are highly proportional. While 

only a handful of schools and districts are highly proportional, matching the 

demographic profile of the state nearly perfectly, a quarter of schools are 

relatively proportional. All of these proportional schools have a substantial 

amount of racial diversity.  

Conversely, 19.2% of schools and 14.8% of districts are highly disproportional. 

Overall, three-quarters of the stateõs schools are disproportional, and, 

therefore, lack sufficient diversity as self-contained environments. While the 

large number of disproportional schools and districts is cause for concern, the 

fact that there are many schools and districts with some level of proportionality 

presents an opportunity to harness existing levels of diversity.  

One of these opportunities, which will be explored in greater detail in Section 3 

of this report, is to tap into the diversity that frequently exists beyond individual 

district boundaries. As highlighted in Table 9, 59.1% of counties have a 
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demographic profile that is proportional to the overall racial composition of the 

stateõs public schools. The diversity that exists in many parts of New Jersey at 

the county level presents an opportunity for non-diverse school districts in 

diverse counties to provide their students with a more diverse educational 

experience by changing or crossing existing district lines.  

It is important to note that the children who most directly and most commonly 

experience disproportional educational environments are the same groups 

that are harshly disadvantaged by the racist and classist structures in our 

society. As Table 10 highlights, of the 20.3% of New Jerseyõs public school 

students trapped in highly disproportional schools. 71.9% live in poverty, an 

overwhelming majority is black or Hispanic, and many are receiving services for 

limited English proficiency. Table 11 demonstrates similar patterns for district-

level proportionality measures. Additionally, Map 3 highlights a number of 

geographic patterns in school-level and district-level proportionality. Of 

particular note is the concentration of highly disproportional schools in urban 

centers and the location of more proportional schools in many of the suburbs 

close to these urban areas. Another important geographic pattern to note is 

the concentration of disproportional districts along the shore and in the less 

populous northwest and southwest corners of the state.  
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# 

Schools 

% 

Schools 

# 

Students 

% 

Students 

% 

White 

% 

Black 

% 

Hispanic 

% 

Asian 

% 

Poverty 
% LEP 

State Total 2514 100.0% 1373267 100.0% 45.3% 15.5% 27.1% 9.9% 38.0% 5.3% 

Highly 

Proportional 
60 2.4% 33018 2.4% 44.8% 14.5% 26.1% 11.4% 40.5% 2.8% 

Somewhat 

Proportional 
568 22.6% 288341 21.0% 51.4% 13.5% 23.6% 8.5% 34.9% 3.4% 

Somewhat 

Disproportional 
1404 55.8% 772460 56.2% 57.8% 9.8% 19.1% 11.0% 26.8%8 3.3% 

Highly 

Disproportional 
482 19.2% 279448 20.3% 4.6% 33.5% 53.1% 8.2% 71.9% 13.0% 

Total 

Proportional 
628 25.0% 321359 23.4% 50.7% 13.6% 23.9% 8.8% 35.5% 3.3% 

Total 

Disproportional 
1886 75.0% 1051908 76.6% 43.7% 16.1% 28.1% 10.3% 38.7% 5.8% 

TABLE 10: SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS BY SCHOOL-STATE PROPORTIONALITY, 2016-2017 
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# 

Districts 

% 

Districts 

# 

Students 

% 

Students 

% 

White 

% 

Black 

% 

Hispanic 

% 

Asian 

% 

Poverty 

% 

LEP 

State Total 674 100.0% 1373267 100.0% 45.3% 15.5% 27.1% 9.9% 38.0% 5.3% 

Highly 

Proportional 
14 2.1% 40900 3.0% 46.6% 14.9% 25.8% 9.5% 40.6% 2.4% 

Somewhat 

Proportional 
146 21.7% 280316 20.4% 52.0% 13.1% 22.0% 9.9% 33.2% 3.1% 

Somewhat 

Disproportional 
414 61.4% 841767.5 61.3% 53.0% 12.2% 22.4% 10.3% 31.5% 4.3% 

Highly 

Disproportional 
100 14.8% 210284 15.3% 5.3% 32.3% 53.1% 8.7% 70.2% 12.5% 

Total 

Proportional 
160 23.7% 321216 23.4% 51.3% 13.3% 22.5% 9.9% 34.0% 3.0% 

Total 

Disproportional 
514 76.3% 1052051 76.6% 43.5% 16.2% 28.6% 9.9% 39.2% 5.9% 

TABLE 11: DISTRICT DEMOGRAPHICS BY DISTRICT-STATE PROPORTIONALITY, 2016-2017 
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