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the children of New Jersey who deserve to

pportive, effective and,aemndl iwghlot elreesce resrev it roo

gether in a shared and productive future.
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start by tbhahkBggesunt the Center for Dive

ucation (CDEE), Professam nAleldi Don -Raeaacha asrmodr

assistant professor) Deirdre Dougherty, fo
roughout the devel opment of this report.

r i nmlugGDEE Fell ow Noha -HlaggagtudesecandRut .
w School in Newark, responded to every requ
omptly and effectively.

er the months during which this report was
ny of ouand rcicelnldesagues shared their i1ideas a
re good enough to review working drafts and

r - their input and support, we especially th
d its director Gary Orfi edddi eanodf sRuatfgfe r sP rLoaf\
hool in Newark and her I nclusion Project, a
urt Associate Justice Gary Stein and his co
alition for Diverse and I nclusive School s

al so thank the FundsdimppoiNtew geodegtifon of
port.

ti mately, though, we accept full responsibi
s been a | abor of | ove for us, but one frau
mpl ex and sensitivesnhoaoue hef of e prepdbdreims a
W opportunities roevgearddiieng rtulee ilnaregr @ti on of
bl ic school s.
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We expethed tepomarily updat eNewrJ &s0sle8y st udy,

Apartheid and I ntensely Segregated School s: P
| nef fti cainedn Unconstitutional .StOatre i Bd uad atli avro r &\
update revealed that the proportion o¥ aparth
schools in New Jersey has actually grown sinc
As we applied a newly odomaceiowdd sieaga ssuwrae i on

proportion@atoi tN\ews cddJEmresecycati on system, however
surprised to discover that a c®nschdeolabtdies hwuir
and their municipalities, hav#Pebrehcaopnse tshuabtst an
sbuld not have come as a surprise sinc® we al
tot al student population is very diverse and

Thealata andesanladdsus to produce an entirely n
an update obtuldg.2@%3the title suggests, the
wi tothhe Ol d Probl em of Ebatnrde me S8Sewr Pgami se of
School | ndieng rtante ocnoAn exdt iodmr PNeawn Jfeor sey t o Ad
Bo téh .

Our new measure, whi chsudei cat aftuendd atmheantt awel yi sal t ¢
report, i s a prcdépasedoonl atgompareson of demo
profiles at different government al |l evel s. He
i mportant measure. The United States i s becom
some states, such as New Jersey, closely mirroc
not. The p tionality scores comparing nat
capture h istinctions. Similarly, propor
| evel
provi d c
Becaus f
and ha e flexibility toe,shiitftcars meimotgrtagp
condi tion isnc hwohoilcsh haalvie a di verse student pop
p our
r

t

d s cdeotod, damd rsscchhtool di strict and i nd
a basis for knowing where we stand
the proportional ity score accounts
t h

re esentative of .solchiaett yp raess uap pwhsoelse, of ¢
ou goal

=

Al

though the federal gover nment paourdod imlgay a
di v

r

u

rsity among states or within states, that

cu ent policies and practices. At the state

ed ation, the situation is markedly differen
t

princi previ de state governments, not he fede
I ———

4(% #%. 4%2 &3IR4SB)16.%R %1 5%$, 5)#4194))/ 6)

o - 0O =T



4(% . %7 02/ -#@M / &) 34% 21$4

4(% /,$ 02/&" %984 2/%- % 3 %. 2

with wultimate authority over education, and
among them, have construed that authority to
to affirmatively cegqguwebkl rbeyahdbahBmowmui rem
v Board of. Educati on

For a state |ike New Jersey to actually succe
system at all |l evel s and in all areas, instea
proportionalityl sdiostsi ofs sam@doi ndi vi dual sch
the state demographic profile, can provide
aspirational goal . I n the effort to realize
hi story of districts suchna#Morhe sM&€ouins ySchaoo
essential guidance.

Il n the report, we document in detail the curr
recommend how the state should address both
identified as well as the far ttiolol oclodn farnodn ts.er
First, we must recognize and act urgently t
worsening, extreme segregation that exists

di stricts. They are mostly wurban districts
manygf theiamnkowe, go daily to intensely segreg
schools. Additionally, we must deal with the
number of districts where white students exi

10% mAvthn te studentrs)umsBatnlces di mini sh the edu
soci al opportunities of far too many New Jers
as a whole of the benefits of students educat

sociGgtryowi ng diversity.

Il n order to guodwar dhenkotakeng the full benef
popul ation, we have presented two new framewo
demographic and educational data, and for dev
remedies tailored to address the ovapdrtusniti e
ur new approaches to analyzing school i ntegr
opinion improve upon, the more traditional
instances of extreme segregation.

Ou
co
use those proportional ity scores to fd(eyi ve
t h

r new framewaskse @1)» tshceh osotlast,ei st Boaihddi st |
unties by their proportionality to the stat

ose that are already relatively proportiona

that are not yet sufficiently proportional but

N
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and (ii1i) those that are not yet sufficiently
al so | ack diversity.
We al so deal in this report with soomendf the
i mplications of our shifting demographics, wh
in the 2013 report.

Among our major findings are:

1 While white students still make up the largest portion of children in New
Jerseyods public schoatsingleradahgpupenthes no | onge
majority. Inthe 2016 -2 017 academic year, 45. 3% of New
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 had 48.9% white
students, 25.9% Hispanic students, 15.5% black students, 5.0% Asian
students and 4.8% o0otherdé students.

T Inthe2016-2017 academic year, 24. 4% of New Jer s
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.

1 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 .
1T Educational outcomes at New Jerseyds apart
segregated schools are significantly below the state avera ges. 51.0% of

students across the state demonstrate English Language Arts (ELA)
I ———
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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
Jerseyods public school students matricul at
students in intensely segregated scho ols and 63.6% of students in
apartheid schools do so.

1 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.

T 25% of New Jerseyds public schools @an be
overall raci al profile of the stateds publ
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
Jerseyds public schools are classified as
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.

T There is a significant correlation between
demographic profile is to the state and an array of educational
outcomes. The more proporti ondemogmpghibool s ar

profile, the higher the graduation rates, college matriculation rates, ELA
proficiency rates, and math proficiency rates are and the lower the
dropout rates are.

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

reduced -price lunch, there is a significant correlation between
I ———
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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.

1 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.

1 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

1 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 | earning environments
for their students by adopting innovative school assignment practices;
these are grouped into District Diversity Category 2.

1 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.

1 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 Jer

After presenting and expl ai ni negdioeusr afti ntdhiengs,
di stri ctc,| asscshromlm, course and -ppegrsam, and per
interactional dl ewwelhs emathcloé t he di stTrhiecste di ve
remedies are designed to achieve not just diwv
I ———
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what has come ©tor wbee icratbd genda teivemy student to t
maxi mum extent possible.udénthopghuldatvieoss fgt n

di strict and school |l evel s is usually a predi
classroom, course and program | evel, true int
chall enges. To achieve classroom, course and
necsesi tates a close |l ook at student tracking |
policies and practices that produce different
education classification rates, But, even aft
courses aams prtogue i ntegration must take the
focusing on the creation and adoption of enli
curricula and matteroiuagltstnfduadviegllali nley t eacher s.
Where, in some cases, extremel segremgadi ead ic@an
near term by -bydkay i Ntgtt ddearptd ent di ver sity even
district and school |l evel s, we recommend some
include innovative uses of technology that <ca
|l ive staoedendtent interactions, combined with pe

extcewarricul ar opportunities for these student

Finally, we build on those remedial recommend
with the following action plan for the state:

P
’

ly 1oagpy O0dy &p $oa6ahAeosC .06C *6ahAoC

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
stateds current demography and establis
based on that definition;

c. Develop and implement an operational plan for achieving diversity
that recognizes the ¢ahcast eds varied circ

d. Inthose 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 oOtrue i ntegmathat on, 6 t her

N
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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
har mony with the state constitutional m

system of fr ee Sandensurethasitgiles ribrisy o
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 buts  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.

N
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3. Are-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 ols@addi ver si
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. ldentifying 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;

N
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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 ¢ 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 | 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 stateds 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.

1Based on reports from rtdjee dtCL AapCdrvtiHeiRd ghhalsod® s and di
fewer than 1% white students; intensely segregated sch
10% white student s.

2l n this report, we use a variety of terms, such as di"
propioanal ity, inclusive or inclusiveness, desegregated

N
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integration, and truly integrated and true integration
or aspirational goal s. Al though someapné theeerdédrme a
convey different meanings. In the body of the report,

meaning we intend to convey. We chose to use diverse o
sever al reasons. First, it settmedf omorsdathiromall ydemesgmra p
circumstances with which our report deals. Second, it

t he main focusitohfe oeuxrt ernetpotrot whi ch schools reflect raci
socioeconomic heterogeneitgemAcotlaldegj saonsmbértbaf New

Supreme Court involving race and educati oBooknai nvy fro
Board of Education ,0f4%iN.yJ.oflleflk a(inls¥ 6ve)l downship of Mor
Di stric@&t N. J.) )4,8 3u s(eldd 7alriart daeir a lt eldanforaanccieal i ndmanldanc e,

some | ater deci si on@ sion jad rtoeadi & |h edigretlrat titoen di.secussi on (
Abbott v,. 1BlW9r kNe. J. 287 (1990)). Indeed, the most commor
state constitutional mandat é aicsi atlhlayt bsacl haonoclesd Hwahveer etvoe rb
3Se&ection 1 for a full description of proportionality
4Se&ection 1 for descroi @a¢cdaaie t b fOAshevid ér me i ndicated t
wehave tended to use established terminology, however

best available data are presented on that basis.

5SN. J. CONST. Art. VVbheé¢,6 L&Sgics!|l dtuParshall provide for the
support of a tfhforoiught assiylsteem of free public school s f
children in the State between theé)ages of five and eig

6Bet ween 1991 and 1994, the satiadt eprhoagd aam d eos esgurpepgoartti adn s
regarding schoodt hbeurs sefnfgoratnsd t b eaehi eéveeschogl The pro
el iminated by GoverWbrt@hnjswi hk Tbddsupport of her ed

r

commi ssioner Leo Klagholtz, ostensibly because the pro
for politiPatemgat$omhmi dt, MNAiJd. PDeosgergarne goant iCohnop pi ng Bl ock
EDUCATI ON WEEK (May 10, 1995),

7’Sout hern BWadnthygtdAMACP v. Township of Mount Laurel, 67

recently resuscitated judicial ®obkfondampéemensi ng Ma
could significantly reshape resi d@nmunmilcipmaltidtrlinessi,ifne anm
it were supported b t heSeMlialplhey®drad@ni Nd sCoati oDet er mi ne
Many Affordabl e Hou ng Units Needed by 2025, NJSPOTLI
http://www. njspotli .-somésbodéetesf BBOARMERhY 1/ nj

2

y.

si
ght

af f or dhaobul seu n gntese d ©dt2 025/ .
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The i mpetus for this report was to update and
coverage of our 20M8wreégmsaptemei d | &@amdd | ntense
Segregated Urban Schools: Powerful Evidence o

Unconstitutional StateAsEducsattiian eSyssutgeggnest s, t
by the HRweetwaerks | nstitute on Education Law and

withk WUICLA Civil Rights Project, focused on th
virtually &l urbae ditateicts were dJgraosisly segr
socioeconomic status. Often, we found, they w
i solation just arcg ofsrsomdisttudernt Powhde wer e as
di sproportionately white, o#f neloimee and Asi an,
That seemed to us a recipe for educational , s
especially in a s tsatset rwintghe stthestmatei dnaws requi
balnze in the schools wherever feasible. The a
reconcil e our shealodhgc amdgt iltontgi onal principles
extreme segregation in urban New Jersey was i
former chief justiemeototuthte BéehoereabBuPoritz. I
decision of the court, Poritz sadd ptsétr viicre f
to the constitutional mandate, Blun thine 2@h3 I vy
report, we urged the statetiabh Wohh 1 Bstcohset
rhetoric

As we | ooked at the most current data to prep
di scovered two i mportant 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 stateds gener al popul ati on

population, New Jersey has a considerable number of school districts that
are significantly diverse. 3

We suspect that the first finding wil!/ not su
Jer&sdeyousing patterns and educati onal Ssystem,
may. 160 oftss t6h7e4 sstcahtoeol di str i ct s (aicnhcloudi ng ¢
which is technically a school district), al mo
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substantially diverse by a variety of measure
unl i kely to be on the radar screens of those
For thisrnewwrerepa@ave | ooked at these seemingly
through sevderand roeveartlenpspreisng We constructed Ta
summari ze all of the segregation measures use
use this tabl e, whi chftilsien torcoad eecdt peatlgfeh H ea end o
reference.

One measure iIis the segregation categories use
at the UCLA Civilnh RO4GBtandHr agactnh in 2017. The
intensely segregated districttsewstiwhddodrt sveamd 1
apartheid districts with fewer than 1% white
identified white isolated districts with fewe
value of these measures | ies in theisreyabil ity
where the most extreme racial segregation exi
measures to understand conditions in the over
do not suffer from these extreme forms of sch
A second | ens i s &leswer chpaovret iponoanleietryed. These
the student demographic profiles of school s,
another and, wultimately with the statewide pr
way to give subst adncoe Oty ttgh eva ltdle mighe st hoel
districts into four groupings: Highly Proport
Somewhat Disproportional and Highly Dispropor
a more complete spectrum of segregation and i
degee to which the demographic composition of
overall demographic profile of the | arger ent
A third |l ens, also of our creation, is relate
proportionaldyi tcyosweorrteisng t he four groupings d
three categories of districts, each Iinked to
recommendati ons. We call this our School Di s
Category 1 includes all tHe dirs tSroincetwshaitdent i f
Proportional wherever they are | ocated in the
di stricts identified as Somewhat or Highly Di
Hi ghly or Somewhat Proportional counties. Cat
denti fied as Somewhat or Highly Disproportion

or Highly Disproportional counti es.

N
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Il n effect, this third | ens provide& us with a
comprehensive action plan throughwwhdch New J
thoroughgoing statewide school integration fo
Of course, many el ements of this action pl an,
easy nor | ikely to be fully i mplemented in th
most segregatedrische®pland espeesakdyutbanhard
di stricts that were the focus not only of our
educational I mprovement strategi esAbsbuoctht avs. t h
Burkending and educational r enfipolrint arteende dtioe ss,0 |w
fully. But even in those districts, and their
i mportant steps can be taken to ameliorate th
some of the educational benefits of diversity
This reperdi widéd into four sections:

1. The first section will be a narrative discussion of the three distinct measures
referenced above and of their application
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 stateds public scho
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.

N
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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 thiss  ection, suffice it to say that:

a. For Category 1, which includes the stat
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
substanti al number of the stafhefag most
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
white 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.

N
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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 Jerseyds school smportarstatetvidewnedsuresasnc | ude i
well as the category -specific measures described in the prior section.

The report will conclude with appendices that
materials and demographic profiles for each N
Aditionally, this report is accompanied by ar

can use to expl-loeeelt h¢ckdwetlnit @talde vseclh ododt a wut i |
and devel oped fDhmi ¢ hmapreporhhe accessed at

(0}
INew Jersey uses seven categories for race: white, bl a:
Hawaiian Native, and Two or More Races. We have coll ap
Native, and Two or sMonrgelteRéeccad se giomtyo beecause of the relat
numbers of children who identify in these ways. We tak
more statistical weight to the category, not to withdr
i denti ti epsu.r proosre st hoef t hi s r eparcteg dvescusestardtrepmr esent
predefined categories with the full recognition that t

denote some aspects of ethnicity.

2l n Re Petition for Aut hoeindatmi om theCWndwhdadtr aasvaRefoédr No

School District from the Passaic County Manchester Reg
(2004) .

S3Unl ess noted ot her widiey etrveeesu sgen itfhye ttheer pr esence of a s
number of @mogi fef drent raci al and ethnic backgrounds.
detail, we idealize®dsbapopnfgsNawdldiseyicts in a way th
diversity that -£tevets &t tbeestHawmeidaltyamuwthomeaet itcdhaltl y
translian el wwi eéeqgui t However, diversity does create the c
promote inclusion and equity most efficiently and effe
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.

5Districts with the most severe segregation probl ems,
have the most severe educational probl ems.

N
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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 Lessthan 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 Less than 25% of students would need to be exchanged with
(including the two categories below) 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 More than 25% of students would need to be exchanged with
(including the two categories below) 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

¢ M aa! w,{oD&9D!'@2hp! wo{
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Typically, quantitative research on school di
that are plagued by the most extreme forms of
report, we have appr oac hheodo o usre grreesgeaatri conn ouns isnce
measures of extreme school segregation in thr
with the UCLA Civil Rights Project. The | ogic
research in this way is based on tloé sreal ity
Uni ted States remain deeply segregated despit
and grassroots efforts to reshape thé educat.i
children

Whil e we recognize the need to continue study
schoobsden to undo the structures that perpet
begun to questi on whoectuhse ront heex thryepneer f or ms of s
segregation has actwually held us back from cu
diversity. By focusisghoonlestegemgat ooms wke ma
hindered our ability to maximize the educatio
diversity, (2) missed opportunities to cultiywv
schools that | inger somewhere bdtewleemnidnt(e89gr a
ignored mor ewa®r ¢ @t icveeate spaces for diverse (¢
|l earn together even when residengeadr adphmpogr ap
appear to mdlkastitbhillee.i I't i s for these reasons
unconvenappnaadch to studying school diversity
The quantitative findings presented in this r
anal ysis of extreme forms of school segregat:i
two new approaches for mea@a$owoingnaedranalonzi
believe provide policymakers, school | eaders
practical path toward cultivating increased |
children. Before turning to these findings an
recommermdcdast,i we offer a brief overview of the
empl oyed i n( Rafremwotl&k qdradpd élo& summary of all ¢t
measures used .in this report)
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Measuring Extreme Forms of School Segregation

We rely on measures origihaRedhbg§RPhe] JECLA Ci
provide a brief discussion of extreme forms o
Jersey I n parti €CPart,wowep rcamasriydecrat egori es of

segregim@apamt aeddt ensel y ssecghroeogast eadnd di stri ct
Aparthleihdol s or districts have popul ations wi
|l ntensely segregated schools or districts hayv

and 10% white students. I n addition to these
anal whete i sphateeWe originally discussed thes:¢
di stricts with a population that is 90% or mo

Project Neawpdred s89gregated Schools: Tr.ends and
OQur ief analysis of thege etglante ®nf ardmds dafo ¢
exte ive body of |l iterature highlighting the
scho s and districts.

O S5 T

r
S
I

Measuring and analyzing segregation in this m
the schools and districts widfh geéiger empastti g oan
hi ghl i gthér mongends i n extreme segregation. 1In
apartheid, intensely segregated and white iso
all owed us to shock the public into greater a
growipmg@bl em of school segregation, but it has
solutions. Building and i mplementing solution
egregation has proven to be elusive. Most re
n piecemedailstirnitcetr tameasaed @mnealgonrgesi denti al

| though school district consolidation can se
ducational efficiency and fiscal, purposes,

ong | ine of New Jersey Dblue ri bboan nceodmmi ssi o
ittle traction thus far.

Whi | e-diirsttari ct t r ahhsafveer hpardo gar admesgr ee of succes
|l i ke Hartford, such programs have been rel ati
taking tremendous amounts of time and erfetsourc
many students in deeply segregated school s an
integration efforts mawanpdliswleyd dred shavwe naaoae
Because measuring and reporting extreme for ms
resolve thenptbéelemale required, we turn to a

N
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A New School Integration Measure: Proportionality

Il n an effort to create a measure of school i n
responsi vesctao el adregreogr aphi c changes, amnd of pr
makers and school | eaderpy,o pwe td omdtlhriatteyt esc otr lee
serves as the foundation of this report. The
measur the percent of <chil who woul d ne
children from a dkgfeurdtina bao ensure t
demogr ic composition of t udent body p
demogr ic profile of the f ol l ection of

rt, we use the proport&somsalhiotoy ssc
t, county or state where they ar e
ewdi ts to the county or state where t
Jed sequnties to the state; and to compare
the entirdocguwempeéteche proportionality score
percent of students at an individual school w
with students from different racial backgroun
scha@aoldemographic profil e per&ddeartolgy amarticches t |
profile. Each proportionality score compares
small er unit tb.sachaolgetroadesat (ict, district
state).

Whil e the proportionality score is @@%cbaotinuo
100%, we have used that measure to divide sch
ur groupings for 3We alcabelals paceposwelsere | ess
e tudent popul ation would need to be chang
oportiadniaghlty propeptcesalWwhere between 10%
e tudent popul ati on woulsdo nmeewehda tt op rbagep ocrhtainogt
aces where between 25% and 50% of the stude
changedmewhat di sp;r opod éeéspandaeér e more than
the student popul ation wohilghlhyeed to be <ch
sproportional

coow-~—~+0oT —+—
- S ®® T T <~ T O
= 3OO W oW’

The p
di ver
me as

oportionality score has the benefit of
ity in all schools, districtsnamndéhecount
es of extreme segregation, and it direc
away rom an unacceptable condition. Furtherm
accounts for all major racial groups equally
popul ati @n htedg a@lrloups combined. Despite these
the proportionality score, it has its own dr a
I ———
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The biggest drawback of the proportionality s
be misleading under certain circusmses$aoceshéec
degree to which the demographic profile of a
mat ches the demographic profil e*ldf itshe ostsadtbhd €
a district to have a more favorable proportio
di vemasidt yor the opposite to hold true as well

are classomewlatspr oippporadadmmaarli son to the statcé
few students of a particular racial group (as
proportionalkOtYyseode58s6% of students are wh
are Hispanic, 4.1% of students are Asian, and
a different example, a sommeovMhadoul d be <cl a
propoantd oyneatl have si gni fuidceanntts nfunolne rad | o fr asct
kgrounds (as is true of Union, where the p
9% of students are black, 23.8% are Hispan
an). I n the case o0t aN&r plopAt at ngnhon Hi spani
| ati omwhi aed p o pmolraetl iosma tyctchhe demographic pr ¢
thet sdamtienandhiocormelae est ati sti cal conditions

besoméwhat pr opespgiitoenadaving only 4. 1% Asi al
1. 4% bl ack studéeretrs.ha@m,t Union hasanfdew avhi t e

more blackiatecoeptasi son to the state, | eading
somewhat dispdepprteonla¢é fact that at | east 1
come from each of the major racial categories

a.

gnhif $ cant drawback of the proportional
measure even in cases such as North Ar
able to create more diverse |l earning e
on because of the ndemmogrhaephiictbriedkdow
i oms odt Wha mtns woul d need to change di s
toward perfect proportionality. The
that it points u towar dl sanandeal i ze
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s rather than st ng at a benchmar k
al school s and di i cts. I f we seek
n diverse | earni nvironments, the
on alei ttyh emioghHty | ogi cal target.
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e cases of Union and North Arlington assi st
oportionality score transl|l ates to practical
e statecoAsaansegdl Environment, Uni oat has a |
may think is acceptable, but its |l evel of
ndition in which other districts | ack diver
gher proportion of black students than the
I ———
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|l evel srefi tdi we t hin all districts woul@ requir
bl ack popul ation attend school i n another dis
shifts or changes in school assignment practi
invites pol i cyhonoakeresadaenrds stco wor k toward a r ¢
schools and districts that parallels the demo
order to ensure that no children remain trapp
environments. Working towadids pgrhd pso rgtoiad n ale qyud tr
districts, such as Union, move toward a diffe
matches t@eemogtaphic profile. This shift wou
children in |l ess diverse districts are abl e t

School District Diversity Categories

We build on the proportionality scores to cre
of school diBeéacbkbtotli wereshtlgas pr Lattiegalr ysi gn
l1di stricts have preexisting ploeswdlbd eo ft odipweorvs id
of their students with an education in school

[
racially diverse. These di st rhiigthd yarpa oglolr td atr
orsomewhat pragpowvhtiichnaleans t hat feswteudeéemiasn 25
would need to be exchanged with students from
backgrounds in order to perfectly match the o
New Jed spybl i c school student s.

Categodiyst2ricts typically do nvoérbdave sB80fé€nsu
that all students in these districts obtain a
and classrooms. These districhisghlrye all <categ
di spropoorrdomeawehat di sp,r ophoirah omeadns t hat mor e
of shuslein these districts would need to be e
di fferent demographic backgrounds in order to
demographic profi Be paufblNew sJkeirosody students. De
of diversity intiertrsgl Ctad etglhoasye 2didstsrt ri ct s ar e
with student popul ations that are relatively
eitheghly pr opsoome whhmaatl propPpbrsi meahs that f ewe
than 25% of tudents in thbeeergrobanhged wbuhd
r

@
S
m dridglreire nkdhadlgrogumded lierctorsd eart etwd
h
r

students fro

diversity. While Category 2 districts gener al
students | earn in diverse environments, t hey
and have the opportunity to construct diverse
changing or bridging district boundari es.

N
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Categodiyst3ri cts are similar to Qaytpeguelyl y2 di s
not have sufficient | evelsthéi diveuvudentystobea

education in racially diverse schools and cl a
categori zedhiaghleyi tchiesparopme Wh a@nhadi sp.rolpmrti onsée
addition to the | ack of diversitydisternabk to
are | ocated in counties that also |l ack divers
categori zedhiaghleyi tchiespar@opme Wh a@amnhadi s p.r opmolritk eo n ¢
Category 2 districts, Category 3 districts <ca
| ear ni nogn neennvtisr by crossing district boundari e:
dearth of diversity in the counties where the
present the greatest practical chall enges to
seeking to proviar esdwdatniten wiin hraci ally dive

A Note on the Benefits and Drawbacks of  Averaging

Before turning to the data on extreme school

district diversity, we must offer a brief not
findings section, we group schools and distri
measures of segregation and integration discu
present averages for the demographic profiles
students intdgbfeereent Weause these averages as
more nuanced discussion. I n certain cases, th
For example, the average demographic composi:'t
aligns with al/l | ogi c alr oausps wmp tsicohnoso | asb. o uFto rt h it
schools, the white student popul ation is al wa
the average for the category has a white popu
On the other hand, the message conveyed by av
diversity categori esviidelngdss Folre @amx aannpd eseltfhe
demographic compositions for Categories 1, 2

similar to one anotémeovendl|l todéeéemegsaphiec prof
14) , but t hfeorr etaltsawtnsdi ffer from category to ca
Category 1 is composed of distri &t sprtohfaitl ea,l |

whi ch means the average is derived from distr
other hand, Categoraides u» aonfd d3 sarrda cmhs t hat he
demographic compositions that are highly diss
one direction or the other. I n this case, the
districts that fall at extremes rather than c

N
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Smpl e statistics dictate that the average of

of 1 and 9 is 5.While the average in both exa
|l ead to the average are quite different. It i
exampl e iwhemi mdeviewing the findings. |l n cases:s
require deeper analysis, we do so in the text
standard deviations as well. Standard devi at.
which the data deviate flromtahdandedageat BEmas
that the data typically fall c¢close to the ave
indicate that much of the data fall at a grea
With these notes on our data and methods in m
findings

There are thredaitsypéstofpriomgtreams t hat havef dreen used r

school i ntegrat i ondipsutrrpiocste sde s(egr egnateiron transfer plan
students to choose to attend schools out-di siteriodt their
enroll ment in themed magnet schoobsan whidchBudbtuudbamt si St
can choose to attend; and (iii) regional controlled ch
attendance zones beyond individual school districts an
a combination of vol uyntfaerayt uarneds .i nTvhoel suen tparrogr ams ar e di
det ai | in Secti dSe e3 admgot Hiti sarmrte pWeoluingd aety LIrossing for D

Equity and Achi®vementt Secheol Desegregation and Educa
(2009) ;aEBkenbhAfgessing Segregation Under a New Gener at
Choice P020X7)e;s and Erica Frankenb-baygl Sgpgdr@g@mevioavdySi
District Boundary Line: The Fragmeada®@hi) on of Memphis A

2We i ncludeideanténied as Asian, bdod ddd,n Hsiesppaarnaitce, whi t e
categories for this measure. Readers seeking a full te
score should s$Bee Appendi X

5l n practice, the proportionalddause otrfeercea nintn a esicthu altl
which 100% of students would need to be exchanged with
demographic background in order to match the demograph

4As noted earl| BprpviAdpsendi xuefli ntietcihonni coafl tdhe proporti on

e
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n the20187/t6o0oo0l year, there were 674 school di

, 373,267 students in New Jersey. While New J
istrictsefMewaoker 35,000 students), the ave
037 students, and the median slArsoalhodiestr i c
ta suggest, a substant i®Gals cnhuonobl e rdiosft rNecw sJ esre
rtion of -1t2h el rstievtepafl skt udents. Across the sta
e el ementary districts, 7.1% alr2e usneicfoneddar y
stricts, and 13.6% are charter districts (a

considered its owhhdisbwviect) |l mbohe &8 han 40

nun - un —“+Tunv +Tocnu Toov T AN -

®o® TS0 D®OWn T = 0w -
o

hool districts educlaZt es peecstsr unh amme a rhse tfhuatl tK
ome either sending or receiving districts
educate their resident sdtuucdaetnitosn adlu rcianrge eprasr.
rong | ikelihood is that this introduces edu
e New Jersey system of free public school s.
zes of mosdkd ethbbée diateicts,| cloimph nleav evli t
sidential segregation, also contributes to
gregation.

During t-h@elzo0od6ademic year, 45 .@BWbloifc Neavh delr s

students were white, 27.1% were Hispanic, 15.

and 2.1% identified as part of some o) her rac

38. 0% of students qual ipfriiecde flouwn cfhr,e ewhoirc hr eidsu c:

dicator of poverty, and 5.3% were classifie
of iciency. Theger aphrirce npgr afeimoé& osfc hNoeow sJ ehrasse y
anged significantly in the short period of

120011 academic year discussed iMewhe 2013 pi
réseyApartheid and I ntensely Semgortidgddmrmd Ur bar
rrent study. B2OwWwkeamacatemi2OlPYeaRrOa&di@dd the 20

9 O G NO T —
o0 cCc @ O3 T S

ademic year, there has been a 4.4% increase
ere has been | ittle change in the black stu
significant dwbréeasstudenhhepopul ation; and th
substanti al i ncreases in Asian students, Hisp
identify as some other ra2@eldbraeadatddemcctyeatn
majority of students in NewoJeémnsgerwar siwlgil tee

N
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group in the majority. Such a shift i s notewo
diversity in the New Jersey public school sys
20162011 20162017 Percent
# % # % Change
Total Enrollment | 1,315054 - 1,373267 - 4.4%
Asian Students| 119670 9.1% 136,466 9.9% 14.0%
Black Students| 214354 16.3% | 213115 15.5% -0.6%
Hispanic Students| 284,052 21.6% | 372657 27.1% 31.2%
White Students| 686458 52.2% | 622360 45.3% -9.3%
Other Students 10,520 0.8% 28,670 2.1% 172.5%
Studens in 430023 32.7% 521,576 38.0% 21.3%
Poverty

¢ H¥¢! ¢92tt59{UN hbpahDw! tWHCEH O/ M M5 T HCT M T

|l n the2010716school year, 51.8% of the students
English Langudde8fr demamdtrated proficiency i
spring 2017 PARCC gerxaadmusat i on rate was 90. 1%,
of students who matricubdbateddéegettowbbelfbegds5. 6
and 64. 4% at tyeemmade cc offduerges.

These statewisdeesatvelrlaigsh a baseline for compa
of this report. I n the sections that foll ow,
opportunities and chaltd emglelsi ¢ osciNewl Jer Treg c
al so enable us to descrembet haniahpylziec athidoto nafi
repeartwo major findings i deinthiafti,e dc oinnc utrhree nitnt
and seemingly paradoxically, (1) the extreme
about a quarter of New Jeqrseymetatedensnt smobtct
reiding in urban communities, has worsened, b
the state have produced substantial student d
school districts. The report traces both of
section andgbhhéehetbBeotui on presenting recommen
that NewdsJeossyitutional and public policy <co
school students are 3honored at | ong | ast.

—+

We begin his data s®e\ évoanieldbtya Wli ischueseoifmegasur e
rai al segregati o8 sohNewsJeNsgYy we turn to a
economic segregat@Goschowmotbbe §&Fianély, we prese
I ———
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measures of segregation and integration that
policy r ecommeendpautti ofnosr war d which sedk to move
public education system toward a place of tru

Extreme Segregation

Il n the2010716school year, 7.8% of students in N

apartheid schools, a term used htam dés orfi be sp
students are whftéthdeafl|l gttidants in these sc
An additional 13.5% of students attend-intens
99% of students are nonghateer Mook shadenhs eie
scheol ive in poverty. Finally, 3.1% of studen
where over 90% of cOnillydrleOn 8a% eo fwhsittuedent s i n
schools Iive in poverty, a dramatically diffe

intensely sehoelgated s

As highlighted in Table 4, nearly h@®alf of the
public schools are isolated in either aparthe
schools. Similarly, close to 45% opfubHiiscpani c
school s eatttheerd apartheid schools or intensely
Likewiseer 40% of students | iving in poverty
' i mited English proficiency are in eithe apa
segregated school s.

Most researcbegnegahooh focuses on the harm c
i sol ati n of black and Hispanic students. We
segregation, because school segregation in an
which children are prevented fiomodeedl opi ng
perspective of our diverse society. &n total,
public school students are directly harmed by
segregation seen in apartheid schools, intens
i sol ated scdlhdbd8fetser 8esummary of theisenfatr ms of
the school beorela Jammary of t heseatfotrhmes of s
district | evfedrr tamed IMapatli ons dafi sthexsae ssagmrdeg
school s. Akl Mapr dtes, iapa&amtsted iyd seamad egated sch
concentrated in urban areas, including NewarHKk
white isolated schools are concentrated in th
of the state and along parts of the shore.

N
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# % # % % %
Schools  Schools | gyents  Students | Poverty LEP
Apartheid 190 7.6% 107709 7.8% 78.4% 13.1%
Intensely Segregatec 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%
TABLB SCHOOL EVESEGREGAT|20lN1260 1 7
White Black Hispanic Asian Poverty LEP
# % # % # % # % # % # %
State total 622360 - 213156 -- 372657 -- 136466  -- 521576 -- 72257 --
Apartheid| 444  0.1% | 52959 24.8%| 53354 14.3%| 565 0.4% | 84443 16.2% | 14081 19.5%
INensely | 7go5 130 | 51914 24.4%| 112520 30.2%| 11190 8.2% | 141537 27.1% | 25795 35.7%
segregated ’ ’ ) ) ) )
White 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Isolated 39397 6.3% | 537 0.3% 1727  0.5% 637 0.5% | 4632 0.9% 124 0.2%
Total
Extreme| 47665 7.7% | 105409 49.5% | 167610 45.0% | 12392 9.1% | 230611 44.2% | 40000 55.4%
Segregation
¢ . M¥e! 598¢ct{oIwL 98 /¢ D W9 D! 38 LNhEECT M T
# % # % % %
Districts  Districts | Students Students| Poverty LEP
Apartheid 43 6.4% 75877 5.5% 78.7% 13.7%
Intensely Segregatec 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 DI STRHLEVEBEGREGAT)200N1260 1 7
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Measures of Extreme Segregation
New Jersey

Public Schools and Districts

2016-2017

\
[Schools

® Apartheid
@ Intenscly Segregated
@  White Isolated
Districts
BX52 Apartheid
Intenscly Segregated
White Isolated

kz] Uncategorized

J

Miles
40

O

0 5 10 20 30

Sources: NJ Department of Education,
2016-2017 Linrollment; N) Office of
Information Technology (NJOIT),

Office of Geographic Information S

ystems (OGI
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Whil e the proportion of apartheid and intense
dramatically since 1990, reathérnhrmadsbendica
emer gi ng. shiogwsr e hanges in the proportion of s

by the warmsowd fextreme segr egatli9oe9n0. sBcehtowoele n t
aarnd t he2 ®06 5school year, the proportion of
gregated schools rose. Heawee ra,n dbEMleSe n t he

y e
se

school years, there was andeftrapaet hei d hecpoo
despite that, the combined proportions of int
schools did increase -30i@handO0Oh@Exaeveéeni B00LEBcl e
the recent decrease in apartheid saseshools is a
occurred. Regardless of the cause of that rec
nearly a quarte® @luubNew 3$ehveys are still <cha
form of extreme segregation. Strikingly, the
has staadi tgnsi stently decr-e88@dscshdéaocke yvear 19
1990, 32.1% of schools were white isolated, a
white isoRAatadresult, the overal/l proportion
extreme segregati coromhas3. b PmOod®OBBM24:-1% in 20
2017.
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Research unequi vocal krye adcehmonngs thraartne sa sfsaorci at ed
high | evels of segregati epatlkeat agrestoilNed Jer

e
4(% #%. 4%2 &IR4S)I6UR %1 5%S$, 5)#4194))/ 0



4(% . %7 02/ -#@M / &) 34% 21$4

4(% /,$ 02/&" %984 2/%- % 3 %. 2

The most readily avail able measures of this h
matricul ation rates, dropout rates, graduatio
standardi zed exams. Admittedly, these outcome

scopbeyt they highlight esddmetef off hes egereigaus on.
shows that students attending apartheid and i
matricul ate to college at much | ower rates th
out at higher ratets,| dwery rmataelu,ata&nd t hey are
demonstrate proficiency on standardized exams

traditional outcomes measures, students i n wh
coll ege matriculation rates,attoawveirodropoes, ra
hi gher | evels of achievement on standardi zed
averages. While some may try to argue that th
suggest white isolation benefits students, ou
thipomte demonstrates that students in integra
|l evel s as those found in white isolated schoo
outcomes measures discount the value of | earn

communi ti es.

% %
% College 2-YR 4-YR Dropout  Graduation | Proficient  Proficient
Matriculation  College  College Rate Rate ELA 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 69.0% 50.4% 49.6% 1.7% 82.3% 35.1% 26.6%
Segregated

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

Total High 69.0% NA NA 1.8% 83.2% 35.2% 26.7%
Segregation

TABLGEDUCATI OOMI COMESSBHOOILEVEBEGREGAT|200N12@ 1 7

Economic Segregation

Whil e emoftodadths of this report, economic segreg
any conversation about racial segregation. As
ongoing racial discrimination in our society,
be intractably bkbinbkbéddtaboaee. 3B% of public s
New Jersey qualify poircérleenoh aeduaerd cViasgi

N
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poverty. 7hTghl eghts the demographic compositio
than 10% of students | heeei hepsvéhayn, 38&hodl s
in poverty, schools where more than 38% of st
schools where more than 50% of students |ive
students only make up 55. 2% of &ltludethadentns | i
poverty schools are Asian or white. Barely 10
schools are black or Hispanic. Conversely, fo
poverty schools are black or Hispanic even th
acroes sttrate are bl avkakp stnows stplaemilcocati ons of
and districtlsevel .poQree tpyattern of note is the
areas with | ow poverty and high poverty in th
abutting New York City.
# % # % % % % % %
Schools  Schools | Students  Students | White Black Hispanic  Asian LEP

TS;":‘;‘? 2514  100.0% | 1373267  100.0% | 453% 155%  27.1%  9.9%  5.3%

<10% 589 23.4% | 312746  228% | 70.6%  2.8% 7.4% 16.7% 1.3%

A\'?eerg"é 1465  58.3% | 780084  56.8% | 65.3%  6.6%  118%  13.8%  1.8%

Above

Average | 1049 41.7% | 5931825  43.2% | 19.1% 27.2%  47.3%  49% = 9.8%

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

TABLE DEMOGRAPHIOMPOSI TI (BCHOPL S PREPORTI OST WFENQSALI FYI NG
FOHRE OREDUCERRI CIEUNCH 0 260 1 7
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Tab8kemonstrates the | ink between poverty and
educational outcomes. When compared to-the st
poverty scdhiopnisf iacent!l y more | ikely to attend
t o fyoeuarr col l eges), |l ess |Iikely to drop out, 1

|l i kely to demonstrate ELA and math proficienc
attendi npgo vheirgthy s chocaclammtdrye | isgnilfitikel y to att
(nearly half of those goi ng -yteoarc oslclheogoel sma,t rmocr

|l i kely to drop out, |l ess |ikely to graduate,
math proficiency. These data endeplkaonreothe n
el i minate poverty.
% %
% College 2-YR 4-YR Dropout  Graduation  Proficient  Proficient
Matriculation College  College Rate Rate ELA 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%

TABLB EDUCATI ORDATI COMESPBOPORTI OST WFENQBALI FYI NGFREEGRO
REDUCERRI CEUNCH 0 260 1 7

Proportionality

The proportionality score, used to identify e
|l evel s of diversity, indicates the degree to
of a school, district, cdoeunmotgyr aoprh isct act oemproasticthie
a | arger geographic area. Before | ooki-ng inte
nation proportional it yThsec oproep ufloart iNoenw oJfe rpsuebyl.i ¢
students in New Jersey is highlyopkroportional
popul ation in the United States. Less than 6%
need to be exchanged with students of a diffe
match the demographic profile of the country.
di strictpropattiaoeal o oNew aldr sseayudent popul ¢
also |likely to be proportional to the student
wholée.

Tab®summari zes the proport@Gosahiobysof dNewr Jet

counties. 93. 2% w fJesrcsheoyolcsl aosnelNy match the deil
I ———
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composition of their districts, and only 6. 8%
majority ofBN&W4L4Isrch®ywy!| districts serve | ess
students and contain a smal/l numbersiolasiccodol
proportionality i s unsurprising.
Schools to Schools to Schools to Districts to Districts to Counties to
Districts Counties State Counties State State
# % # % # % # % # % # %
Highly 1861  74.0% 336 13.4% 60 2.4% 131 19.4% 14 2.1% 2 9.1%
Proportional 0 0 A 0 =70 =70
Somewhat 482 19.2% | 886  352% | 568  22.6% | 252  37.4% | 146 21.7% | 11  50.0%
Proportional
Somewhat

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

Highly

9 0 9 9 0
Disproportional 8 0.3% 328 13.0% 482 19.2% 67 9.9% 100 14.8% 0 0.0%

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

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

¢ . [dtwht hweLh/B'C[ODOIMURKHCOT M T

When compgato the statewide demographic compos
students, only 2.4% of schools and 2.1% of di
only a handful of schools and districts are h
demographic profnkarofy peefecatyg, a quarter o
relatively proportional. All of these proport
amount of racial diversity.

Conversely, 19.2% of schools and 14.8% of di s
Overall-gquahr eese ot ascehool s are disproportiona
therefore, | ack suf fcionitantnedi vvaervgirtoyn meantsel fWh
| arge number of disproportional schools and d
fact that there are manyh sscohnoeo |lse vaenld odfi sptrroipcoti
presents an opportunity to harness existing I

One of these opportuexpiesedwhnchoreegtémobed8t ai
of thisi sretpoorttap into the diversitryditvhiadudlIr e q
di stri caribeosundAs hi gh9,i gbhot.eld% ionf Tcaobulnet i es have
I ———
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demographic profile that iIs proportional to t
stad epublic schools. The diversity that exi st
t he c oluenvteyl presents an -dppersensthobbrdnenr i
diverse counties to provide their students wi
experience by changing or crossing existing d

It i s Iimportant to note trheadt Ityhearmrdirmagste nc awrhmo
experience disproportional educational enviro
that are harshly disadvantaged by nthoewurraci st
society. 1Asi gihalbilgght s, of the®&2Ppud%iacf sMehwoder

studsenttrapped in highly disproportional school
overwhel ming majority is black or Hispanic, a
| itneid Engl i sh pradfdememstyr atTead |l i mil ar patterr
| evel pr otpyo ranguorneasl.i Addi t ihomallliyghtMdMam SHumber

geographic pattkewnwsl iandettriedt protporti onal ity.
particular note is the concentration of highl
centers and the | ocation ofsmonemapnypoftilbaas
close to these urban areas. Another i mportant
the concentration of disproportional di strict

popul ous northwest and sout hwest corners of t
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# % # % % % % % % % LEP
Schools Schools Students Students White Black Hispanic Asian Poverty
State Total | 2514 100.0% 1373267  100.0% | 453%  155%  27.1% 9.9%  38.0% 5.3%
nghly 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Proportional 60 2.4% 33018 2.4% 448%  145%  261%  11.4%  40.5% 2.8%
b Z‘;rggl‘g’ggf 568 226% 288341 21.0% | 51.4% 135%  23.6% 8.5% 34.9% 3.4%
Disp rso‘:)';"r‘il"c‘:zgf 1404 55.8% 772460  56.2% | 57.8%  9.8% 191%  11.0%  26.8% 3.3%
Dispr Op('jr't?:r']él 482 19.2% 279448 20.3% 46%  335%  53.1% 82%  71.9% 13.0%
Propoégﬂl 628 25.0% 321359 234% | 50.7%  13.6%  23.9% 8.8%  35.5% 3.3%
Dispropo Jgtnﬂl 1886 75.0% 1051908  76.6% | 43.7%  16.1%  28.1%  10.3%  38.7% 5.8%

TABLE OSCHOODEMOGRAPHI CEHBODISTATPROPORTI ONAR2 OHX® 1 7

4 (% #%. 4 %2

&3R4 %) 16 %R

%1 5%$, 5)#4194 ))/



4( %

4 (%

%7 02/ -#@PY / &) 34% 21$4
02/&" 9%68-4 2/%- % 3 %'

I, $

2

# % # % % % % % % %
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 14 2.1% 40900 3.0% 46.6% 14.9% 25.8% 9.5% 40.6% 2.4%
Proportional ’ ’ ’ ' ' ’ ’ ’
Somewhat 2 B o ® ® ® ® ®
Proportional 146 21.7% 280316 20.4% 52.0% 13.1% 22.0% 9.9% 33.2% 3.1%
Somewhat o o o o o o o o
Disproportional 414 61.4% 841767.5 61.3% 53.0% 12.2% 22.4% 10.3% 31.5% 4.3%
Dispr opglt?:r:);l 100 14.8% 210284 15.3% 5.3% 32.3% 53.1% 8.7% 70.2% 12.5%
Total 160 23.7% 321216 23.4% 51.3% 13.3% 22.5% 9.9% 34.0% 3.0%
Proportional
Total 514 76.3% 1052051 76.6% 43.5% 16.2% 28.6% 9.9% 39.2% 5.9%

Disproportional

TABLE IDI STRIDEMOGRAPHI O3 SBIRFSTIATPROPORTI ONARZ OTHX® 1 7
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