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I. Introduction

The Roblnson v. Cahill case is rather unique among the varlous lawsuits thruugh-
out the nation wh1ch have attempted 1o reform 1nequ1tab1e state schcol finance systems.
In most states, the objective was to eliminate or at leastnnarrow the differences in
educational expendltures between property rich and property poor dlStrlCtS, in other
words a focus on equallty of educational "inputs". Because the New Jersey Constitution
requires that every single child be afforded a "thorough and- eff1c1ent" educatlonal Sys-
tem, an addltlonal reform goal in this state is that each ch11d must receive an adequate
educatlon. To the fogcus on equallty of educational input, has been added a focus on
equallty of educational outcomes. That may seem a rather commonplace notion, but is
in fact a profound attack upon an institution which has served to perpetuate educational

and economic inequality among its poor, urban and minority citizens.

On April 3, 1973, the New Jersey Supreme Court declared the present educational sys-
tem unconstitutional and required the New Jersey iegislature to develop a new system _
which would meet the constitutional requ1rement. On September 29, 1975, Governor Byrne
submitted to the Court fbr its review, the 1975 Public Educatlon Act which was designed
to meet that mandate. The Act includes both a definition of the proposed system in
operat10na1 terms, as well as a rev1sed state aid formula.

L

The purpose of this paper is to provide New Jersey citizens with information which
will assist them in understanding the implications of the Act for the education of their
children. It includes a sumrary of that portion of the Act which creates the foundatlon
for system operations, as well as a summary of the Administrative Code designed by the
" State Board of Education to amplify the leglslat-ve foundation. The NJERP has prepared
other papers which analyze the adequacy of the revised _state aid fbrmula.

This paper descrlbes the process oriented phllOSOphy which underlies the Adminis-
trative Code. The process approach presumes that fundamental educational reforms will
take place only when local c1tlzens and educators combine to set local goals, objectives
and standards. The result of that process should be general goals and standards which
reflect the needs and aspirations of each individual commmity and therefore enjoy local
~Support. However, the Administrative Code also requires that each district set minimum -
competencies in basic skills. Whereas it is desireable to permit local choice regarding .
certain educational goals, all d15tr1cts do not have equal financial capability to choose
freely from among alternative goals and values when they vary ;n cost. Therefore per-
mi.ting districts with unequal resources to choose their own nlmum competency levels
will lead to lower competency levels in poor and urban dlstr1cts than in wealthy districts.
It is therefbre necessary for the state to determlne what those minimum competency levels.
should be, and to provide the services necessary to enable every child to achieve ‘those

minimums, regardless of the chiid's socioeconomic characteristics or geographical location.
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'II. Philosophy Underlying the Administrative Code .

Underlying the structure of the Administrative Code is the view that effective
educational systems are more likely to result from an educational‘process which leads
to local initiative, involvement and support than from directives 1ssued by distant

State uureaucracles,ehowever well intentioned.

Emanating from this view is a primary emphasis on the local goal'setting process,
wherein parents, taxpayers, students, admlnlstrators and teachers ultlmately arrlve
at a consensus of desirable general educational goals, based. upon the part1cular

needs, asplratlons and circumstances of the commmity.

The next step is to move from general aspirations to greater specificity by deve-
loping objectives. For example, whereas a goal mlght be that every graduate must be
able to read, a specific objective mlght be that every graduate be able to read a
newspaper OT a tax return or an .employment applicatica.

One must then ask the question how well should a graduate be able to read a news- -

.paper, and that gets us to the development of precise standards. For exampie, one
t

might want a graduate to be able to read aloud a 50 word paragraph from the Newark
Star Ledger with no more than 2 pronunciation errors, or summarize the paragraph in
20 ‘words with no more than one spelling error. Moving from general goals to specific

. standards in skill areas such as readlng and mathematics is difficult enough, but

EE

some districts consider the most important local goals to be in the affective domain =
such as ''to help the Student lead a productive life", or "to help the student accept

- his strengths and weaknesses" . Setting specific objecZives and standards for such
‘broad but desirable goals is even more d1ff1cult Nevertheless, the underlylng view

of the process approach is that in the struggle to move from general goals to spec1f1c
objectives, a learning process will take place whereby parents, teachers and students,
will understand each other$ personal aspirations as well as the practical constraints
of human ability and limited resources. The final result: should be a reasonable set
of ‘goals, objectives and standards, which (and this is most important) has the support.
of all the participants, because they created it and understand how and.Why it was
arrived at. The -culmination of such a process is the active involvement of teachers

and parents and taxpayers and chlldren and administrators in nurtitring the development '

”

of their own creatlon. C . .

Once this stage has been achieved, the next step recommended by the Administrative
Code is to assess through a variety of possible test instruments, ths current level of L
reading or mathematlts or extent to which children 'are leading productive 11ves, ‘in
order to identify the gap between where children actually are and where the commumity

6
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wants them to be, in order to develop programs whlch strive to overcome - those gaps.

The cycle which has just been descrlbed literally goes on forever, as cont1nuous
assessment 1dent1f1es new gaps and as periodically, new goal setting efforts take place .
in order to undate the entire system -on the basvs of recent changes in local needs,

- aspirations and c1rcumstances

‘The Department is mot umaware that tnere are large numbers of children in New
Jersey who although they possess high school diplomas do not possess adequate skills
to enable them to obtain meaningful employment or go on to advanced education. In
the Department's view, a successful 1mplementatlon of the Administrative Code's pro-
cess approach will also develop solutions to their partlrular problems as well as to-

the more general problems of education.

III. Limitations of the Process Approach

Thoughtful individuals must. contur W1th the phllosopby which-underlies the
Administrative Code. Long run improvement in educational systems is most likely to
flourish in a process oriented system. The mandates of a centrallzed bureaucracy
are less likely to be understood, appreciated, supported or implemented than Jocal
dec151ons, cotlectlvely arr;ved at. Nevertheless, there are limitations to the process

" T

dpproach which should be addressed.

; Fortunately, one can examine the history of a small New Jersey school. district which
has been involved in such a system for the past several years. - The district has 2,000

children, less than average property wealth and i5 essentially a white working class
commmity. The dlStrlct has a stable and experienced administrative and teaching staff.
Only two budgets have been defeated in the past 16 years by a very supportlve commmity,
‘wh1ch is clearly pleased w1th the district's educatlonal achlevement :

The district received a 3320 000 Tltle III grant (averages $160 per pupil) to im-
plement the kind of process system descrlbed in the Admlnlstratlve Code. The grant
provided for a full time director and two fuil time computer personnel. The director
was an'experienced teacher and principal who had trained as a planner. The grant pro-
vided for the purchasz of a small computer and for secretarial help, aides, ‘material,
etc.. The district is now entering the fourth year of the program. How far have they
.come:? | ‘ | '

The ‘first year was spent exclusiveiy on the development of general goals, both
district wide and for each of their three schools, and included comprehensiys and inten- =
sive commumity involvement. In th: second year, they developed a computer system
designed to enable teachers to obain rapid assessment feedback on pupil progress.
They also tried to develop specific objectives in each program area, which addressed

7
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‘the general goals established in. the first year. On.y mathematlcs and language arts.
out of dozens of programs have successfully completed. th1s first hurdle.. Even those
two programs, whrch are the easiest to objectify, met great teacher re51stance and

conquion°ﬁbefore they began to'nake progress. It may very we11 take" this district
ten years of continued hard work by admlnlstrators teachers and c1tlzens to develop

an integrated system of goals, objectives and standards

'The district's emphasis on program 1mprovement altb‘ugh immensely valuable from
one point of view, suffers certain limitations. For 2xample, while computer analyses ‘
of classroom results are rapidly fed back for teacher analysis and correction of class-.
room activities, the data only show how the class is performing as a whole on. particulaf
questions. In order to focus on how 1nd1v1dua1 children are doing, a special extisa:

}effort is requlred As a result, when a class is generally doing well, it is easy to
overlook those individual students who are doing poorly Whereas a good teacher may
~ seek out those children, a poor. teacher, or a teacher who feels that certain low ach1ev-
~ ers are doing as we11 as can be expected, may not. ' Inasmuch as some teachers tend ‘to :
"expect less from poor children and minority children, the emvha51s -on program evalua-
tion can easily result in a contlnuatlon of lower ach1evement by such children. If
the data system itself makes it d1ff1cu1t for concerned principals,: superlntendents
and state off1c1als to identify 1nd1v1dual underachlevement, correctlve actlon may not
be readlly forthcoming. - ' The development of systems which 1dent1fy 1nd1v1dua1 children
é'who fall below minimum competency standards, is therefore essential, even when a
_ district does in fact have a sophisticated and successful process approach as well

t
as computer assisted assessment.

The point here is not to criticize thlS dlStrlct'S lack of success. Quite the
' contrary. They have been very successful. The point is that such a process requires
a great deal of time, money and probably most of all of skilled and ‘committed people.
It requlres a superintendent who fully believes in +he system, and a skilled adm1n15tra-

tor to implement it. It requires a supportlve board supportive and. 1nvolved parents
taxpayers and students and above 211 an admlnlstratlverand teaching staff. which

t

is at least open to change if not actively supportive of such a- program. And 2ven then

it may overlook the very low underachlevers

How many of New Jersey's 600 districts meet that descr1ptlon'7 ‘To the extent that.
" a district varies from the ideal district described.above, the State Department's
‘process approach will take not 5-10 years but 15 20 years to achieve the changes envision-
ed by the architects of the Adm1n1strat1ve Code. Although the State Education Department
plans to issue manuals for districts to follow and conduct tra1n1ng workshops and even.

8
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visit districts to provide technical assistance, the Department has. very limited resources
and personnel to carry out this task. However, even if the Department- were adequately
staffed, in the lcmg run, successful 1mplementatlon relies upon the attitudes and skllls
.df the d1vtr1ct 1fself Many districts may never achieve the Department's ant1c1pated

educat1onal 1mprovenent goals.

/", -That is not to say there w1ll not be a great. deal of act1v1ty The'Administrative
Code calls for a great deal of activity: goal setting, obJect1ves sett1ng, assessment,
fnew programs, annual reports, self and state evaluat1on, etc. etc.. Those professlonals
‘with skills in these fields will be kept very busy. Teacher colleges with dec11n1ng
enrollments would be wise to offer programs in educatlonal plann1ng. . But the questlon '
115 not whether there- w1ll be a great deal of act1v1ty but whether there. will be a gr°at

 deal of change. That is uncerta1n, even if the process approach ‘is 1mplemented w1th

. the full understandlng that it may take a d1str3ct from 5 to 20- years to achieve state
'goals, and only if. well supported in both- human and financ1al terms However the‘“
American tendency to expect’ great results within several years at most a tendency
wn1ch has seen the nat1on,' states and d1str1cts un from one "fad" to. another ;in- a T
_desperate search for 1nstant success, leaves one concerned about ‘the’ ultlmate staylngtf;r

power of the new Adm1n1strat1ve Code. ¢ 1s not unreasonable to pled1ct that 1n ,fi;s g

several years due to’ 1nsuff1c1ent human and f1nanc1al support and ouronotorlous »l

impatience, - the process approach to. crnat1ng educat1onal change ma/ enter the ] Vi

tional graveyard along w1th our other white elephants, John Dewey s progress1ve edu--

cat1on human1st1c educatlon, career educatlon and open educatlon addlng one more . .

tragedy to our®long list of tragedles in educatlon.

For most of New Jersey s marents and ch1ldren the dem1se of "T and E" wlll go. .-
unnoticed, but thouSands of cyn1cal teachers and admlnlstrators w1]1 say N told you
so", and tbe proceSs approach w1ll not be spoken of- aga1n 1n pol;te -circles for several - P
decades And for most of New Jersey's ch1ldren, it may really make no d1fference ‘They w1ll
continue to rece1ye a reasonabl/ goed educat1on, and follow the1r parents’ footsteps

into ga1nful employment or higher educatlon.

But what of the have-nots of New Jersey’ They will st111 have not. Many ‘will
_st111 be graduat1ng (if they haven't already dropped out) as functloual illiterates
who can not compete for JObS and who if adm1tted to college can not stcceed without
subs antial- remed1atlon. Fenerally couf1ned by social and econom1c 1nequallty to the
state\s poorest school districts, they will send their ch11dren to those(schools and
'perpetuate their own educational and economic d1sadvantages ‘It is concern for
_this group of children which 1s at the root of the criticism of the’ State Department s

- exclus1ve reliance upon the process approach
EKC |
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IV. The Necess;_y for Statew1de Mlnlmun Comnetenc1es as a Part of ‘the Process Approach

n

Wha: are the dlmen51ons of the underachlevement problem’ From a N.Y. Times article
of November 26, 1975, we read that a United States 0ff1ce of Education Teport states that
"more than 23,000,000 adults throughout the- United States are functionally 1111terate,'
meaning that they are unable to do such things as read help wanted ads or make the most
economical purchases'. ' Coming closer to home, a Newark Star Ledger article of June 1,
1975 stated that according to the results of New Jersey's third stateW1de educatlonal,
assessment, New Jersey's. ch11dren showed marked- def1c1enc1es in basic read1ng and com-

putational skllls, and ch1ldren in the center cities 1nvar1ably -performed the worst.
Dr. Gordon Ascher, the d1rector of the state's assessment program said '"the results of
the latest round of test scores amount to a 'failure! of the public schools to teach
_the bas1c skills tested on the examlnatlon" (Newark Star—Ledger - June 7, 1975)

N

Fortunacely, the expans1on of- publlc hlgher education during the affluent 51xt1es

led to. open admissions programs which took responsibility for he1p1ng underachieving
high school graduates to raise their basic sklll’competencles to the levels necessa~y
to succeed w1th college materlal But now that higher education is-beset by budget re-'
dizctions. and the need to ilimit admissions, minimum academic standards are being intro-
~duced. " City Un1vers1ty of New York would requ1re those - w1th less.than a 75% high school

‘ ~“average, or in the bottom 1/3 of their graduat1ng class to. take a special test to prove
‘they have at least an 8th grade read1ng and mathematics ab111ty in order to enter their
open admissicns program. Ralph Dungan, New Jersey s Chancellor of Higher Educat1on, is
seeking a new admissions policy which would llmlt admlssvon to students wh> demonstrate
m1n1mum competency in reading and mathematlcs Thls was seen as "a slap at the State
Board of Education for its fa11ure to 1nclude ‘minimum competency standards in -the public
schools.. .as part of the .. .thorough and efficient legislation." {Newark Star Ledger -
November 26, 1975) a | R o

It is well known that the most serious educatlonal underachlevement in New Jersey,'

as elsewhere in the Unlted Statwa is found among poor and minority youth particularly
*'fhose living in urban areas which have the highest concentratlons of such children. For
a few short years, higher education began to take Steps to overcome the 1nadequac1es of
public school educatlon ‘at least for those who still had enough . confidence to go on to

: college Is that small door now- also being closed? ' ‘sf;,s

It is clear that the public schools are falllnq m1serably to prov1de equallty of
'educatlonal opportunlty to poor urban and minority youth. Even the m1n1mal remedial
efforts. afforded by our colleges may be withdrawn. To ask those urban &and minority -
children now in ousr publlc schools to sacr1f1ce the1r ‘own futures and to wait 5,10,15,

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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or 20 years to sea 1f the process approach may result in changes wh1ch will benefit
the1r .¢hildren is- really too much part1cular1y while their more affluent peers con-

tinue to receive perfectly adequate educat1ons and job opportun1t1es If there were
no other poss1b1e way, then one might. berpat1ent But there are other ways.

‘ On June 255 1975, the Adv1sory Commlttee of the New Jersey Education-Reform Project
made the follow1ng fecommendatlon to the State Board of Education (See Append1x fbr com-
plete memorandum). ' '

For each child who falls below the'statewide'minﬂmum standards in one or more: of

the basic sk1lls ‘the local d1str1ct Shall follow this sequence of events: .

. a) Retest child to validate accuracy of test results . _
b) Notlfy parents S Do L.

‘; - ¢) Develop a program of instructional and other services which is des1gned to
enable the.child to achieve .2t least the minimum standards appropriate to
the ¢hild's age, and- send a copy of the program to thé child's parents

'd) Conduct follow-up assessment at least b1-month1y and report results to
'~ parents. .
Since this: memorandum was .issued, the concept of state‘ ide minimum competency stan-
~dards has received: increasing support. ‘It ‘is espec1a11y illuminating to see that in-
addition to the m1nor1ty commun1ty 1tse1f the two most Qutspoken supporters are those
'1nst1tut1ons wh1ch must deal with the results of 1nadequate educdtion, namely the’ bu51ness
community and h1gher educat1on Major opp051t1on has come from the leadership of the
‘ NJEA for a variety of complex reasons which w111 be dlscussed later.

On November 14, 1975 the New Jersey Manufacturers Assoc1at1on issued a statement. b

to the State Board of Education ca111ng for the. development of statew1de minimm com- -
petency standards ' o

The problem of functional 1111teracy, the enrollment of a 1arge number of New

. Jersey's college freshmen in remedial college -courses, and the army of un- !

skilled individuals on unemployment rolls are unmlstakable signs of failure. = -

Unless basic skills are- mastered- early in a child's school1nq, progress '

through advanced subject mitters is d1scouraged and the process of school-

ing becomes one of defeat and humiliation. Schooling which fails to pro-

duca mastery of the basic skills fails to produce individuals who can
compete in the 1abor market or function successfully as citizens.

. On December 7, 1975, the presxdent of Passa1c County Community College, in the
heart of urban. Paterson, expressed views identical to those of Chancellor Dungag Dr..
Mellander said that the lack of minimum standards of competency peTpetuated "cr1mes
'aga1nst soc1ety - and aga1nst generations yet unborn' (Newark Star Ledger, Dec. 7, 19/5)
He urged that the State Boaxd 1mpose read1ng and math standards as part of the new pub-
11c school reform act The growing support for this. v1ew led to the most recent change

.;n the Adm1nlstrat1ve Code a change wh1ch 1nc1uded some of the NJERP proposed language,

EKC 11
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. but took out its heart

6:8- 38 Pupil m1n1mum proficlency le‘els and remedial programs

a) The district board of educatlon -after consultation with the chief -
school administrator and teach1ng staff members, shall establish ’ 0
. Teasonable pupil minimm proficiency levels in the basic commumi-
cation and computatlonal skills,

b) Each pupil shall be assessed upon entrance into the educatlonal
system and annually thereafter, to identify pupils not meeting
. minimum proficiency levels. Such assessmeat shall be part of the;
total assessment procedure set. forth in N. J.A.C. 6:8-3. 4 :

c) Remedlal programs shall be established to assist puplls perfbrmlng
below the established minimum lcvels of pupil prof1c1ency in the basic
areas of commmication and computatlonal skills. These programs shall
include: : , . »

1. Instructlon and services to meet pupll needs.

< 2. On-going communication between teaching staff members and
parents or guardians of puplls part1c1pat1ng in remedlal :
educational programs. :

3. Evaluation procedures which pzasure pupil achlevement related
to remedial educational program objectives and standards.

- | 4, Evaluatlon of the effectlveness of remedlal educatlonal programs.

£.

‘The cr1t1cal element left out of the Admlnlstratlve Code was the qFERP % commen-
datlon for stdtewide minimum standards. It was replaced with the authorization that
every district set its own minimum stardards However, those districts with the largest
.concentratlons of underach1ev1ng children, also have' the least taxable property wealth
. and ‘are least . capable of ralslng the- Tesources necessary to help their underach1ev1ng
© children, ‘' As a result, many of those: dlStrlctS will continue to set lower minimm
expectatlons for poor and minority children than are be1ng set for their suburban péers,
thus perpetuatlng present. educational disparities. However, the Admlnlstratlve Ccde -
calls for a state department review of standards as follows ’

. As part of the_annuai. dJstrzct and school classification procedure,'
“the state department of education shall monitor the district board of
education's pupil minimm proficiency levels and the rate of pupil
growth in achievement with particular attention to servides and

remedial educational programs for the basic communlcatlon and .
computational skills. . :

" Shouldn't one therefore be confldent that the State Educatlon Department will make
' sure that’ low wealth dlstrlcts do not set lower minimum standards than h1gh wealth d1s-
. tricts? On NovembeT S, a ‘State Education Department Committee made a proposal at.a . -
meetlng of a few members of the State Board of |Education and about ten members of the
Joint -Committee of the Public Schools, .cn- the subject ""Recommended Procedures Regardlng
State Monitoring of Local Districts' Mlnlmum Pupil Levels of Proficiency in the Basic
Communi cation and Computatlonal Skllls " (See Appendix .for complete memorandum).

12 . ) | o | . ' ——




The key paragrapk in the memorandum reads as follows:
1. Standards or minimm levels of profiéiency established by local distiicts and
schools for program objectives which are reasonable in relation to pupils and

school resources. (underlined for emphasis, not in original).

.

) This memorandum was strongly supported by the Commissioner and the President of

the State Board of Edgcation and approved in'an informal vote by'all but one of those
present.. As a result, it was clear that the State Education Department not only per-
mits, but encourages different minimum competency levels for children in low wealth
and high wealth districts. On November 19, 1975, the NJERP sent the following memo-
randum to Commissioner Burke, exﬁressing its concern:

The recommendations contained within the subject mémorandum are

grossly inadequate for a variety of reasons:

1. It is recommended that minimum proficiency levels be
"reasonable in relation to pupils and school resources," In
the first instance such a requirement would lead £ minimum
competencies which vary based upon either theé past under-
achievement of children or the distorted use of "intelligence'
tests or the judgement of teachers and administrators with
respect to the potential of individual children and groups of
children. Clearly such practices will perpetuate current
practices wherein expectancies for poor and minority children
are lower than for their wealthier majority peers. Secondly,
such a view of minimum competencies turns upside down the New
Jersey Supreme Court's view of the State's educational obli-
gation. The State is obliged to provide a "thorough and
efficient" education for all children, and to develop a
funding formula which ensures that each district can provide
such a system. To suggest that minimum standards be based
upon local resource capability, rather than a clearly de-
fined statewide expectancy for all children, is to fly in
the face of the constitutional requirement. R .

2. The November 5 memorandum recommends that "perhaps, -
after studies .are conducted and findings are evaluated over a
period of no less than three years, the Department will re-
commend to the State Board the establishment of statewide ,
minimm competency standards." There is a wide view anong

' professional educators, both within and outside the State
Department of Education, that minimum competency standards
could be established within three to six months of the es-
tablishment of a task force organized for that purpose .

13




- 10 -

It is therefore suggested that the Adninistrative Code be
revised now, to include the requirement for statewide minimum
competency standards as recommended in our letter to Senator
Wiley of October 10 (see attached). It.is further suggested .
that a task force be created immediately not for the purpose
of studying the feasibility of statewide minimum standards
but for the purpose of actually creating those standards
and that the work of the task force be conducted at the same

.time that the implementation of the Administrative Code  is
being piloted. The task force will be able to benefit not
only from the views of consultants, teachers, parents,
administrators and employers, but from the actual experiences
of the pilot districts. The work of the task force should be
scheduled to be completed at the same time as the pilot pro-
gram in order that specific statewide minimum standards can
be prescribed at the time that the Administrative Code is
implemented throughout the state.

It is difficult to understand how the writers of the
‘November 5 memorandum can suggest that their proposal is
an "accountability model which has, as its primary focus,
educational planning for school districts based on the needs
of pupils", when at the same time it suggests that standarxds
be reasonable in relztion to "school resources' with the
knowledge that school resources vary greatly from district
to district as a functica of the property wealth of those
districts. The purpose of establishing minimum standards
is not as the memorandum suggests, to 'shift to the school
sysTell the blame for society's inaction on a host of econo-
mic and social reforms."” The purpose is to establish edu-
cational practices which .do in fact meet the "needs of
pupils." Tt is clear that the establishment of local mini-
mum standards is in no way directed towards the "needs of
pupils'™ but is predicated on the assumption of continued
inequality of local school resources, an assumption which
is inconsistent with the New Jersey Constitution.

o

It is becoming‘incfeasingly clear that New Jersey will not be able to make a dent
in the huge educational achievement gap between urban and minority youth and suburban
youth without . .2 imposition of statewide minimum competency standards. Suchvé stepr
will certainly not eliminate that gap, but it will be a beginning, but only a beginning,
towards the ultimate goal of equality of educationéi opportunity for all grdups'of
children. It is insufficient to hope that tﬁe process approach will result in ade-
quate goals, oggectives and standards in all districts, when all districts dec not have
the same resources, skills or expeétations for their children. Obviously it is not the intent

of the State Education Depértment to encourage goal setting beyond the resource capabilities
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of low wealth districts. Under those circumstances, the following incident bears

thoughtful examination.

In discussing the educational implications”of the 1975 Act with one urban Superin-
tendent, the subject éguckly shifted from minimum prcficiency levels to his greater
interest regarding an anticipated few hundred thousand doll: #s in additional state aid
which he could use to lower his town's taxes. However the town does have a real dilemma.
It is a very low wealth community with very high taxas. Re51dents must have tax relief.
But the district’ s children are among the lowest in educational achievement in the state.

»The district also spends much less per child than most districts, In other words, a

rather typical urban problem. Given a higher priority for tax reduction than for edu-
cat10na1 improvement,.what kinds of goals and standards should we expect? Given the
State Education Department attitude, what can we expect if the district sets low goals
and standards?

But in all fairness, this city may have to raise its expenditures substantially
if it establishes high minimum competency levels. Previous NJERP analyses of the fund~
ing formula contained within the 1975 Act make it ev1dent that poor urban school dis-
tricts w111 not be able to increase their ability to finance educational improvement,

primarily be"ause the Act continues to give a large portion of limited state aid dollars

to the state s wealthy districts. Is it porsible that anticipation that the legislature
would fail to redress the fiscal problems of low wealth districts is the major reason
why the architects of the Administrative Code. permltted "local contrel" of educational
goals and standards? Clearly, both the 1975 Act and the Administrative Code fail to
meet the New Jersey Supreme Court's mandate for "an equal educational opportunity for
children....a system of 1nstruct10n 1n any district of the state which is not thorough
and efficient falls short of the const1tut10na1 command Whatever the reason for the
violation, the obligation is the state's to rectify it. If local government fails, the
state government must compel it to act, and if the local government cannot carry the
burden, the state must itself meet its continuing obligation." (Robinson v. Cahill,

Supra at 513)

While the Court recognized "that there is a significant connection between the
sums expended and the quality of the educational opportunity'" {62 NJ at 481) it also
recognized other factors which play a vital role in the educational result, such as
"1nd1v1dual and group disadvantages, use of compensatory techniques for the dlsadvar*aged
and handlcapped variation in availability of quallfled teachers in different areas,
effectiveness in teaching methods and evaluation thereof professionalism at every level
of the system, meaningful curricula; exercise of authority and discipline and adequacy
of overall goals fixed at the policy.level. Hence while funding 1s &n undeniable prag-

matic con51derat10n, it is not the over1d1ng answer to the educational problem, whatever
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the constitutional solution ultimately required" (N.J. Supreme Court decision of
May 23, 197%)

While it 3s clear that just putting more dollars into schools will not necessarily
improve their educational quality, increasing the quantity and quality of educational
services to '"thorough and efficient’ levels, often cannot occur without increased fund-
ing. 7

Some suggest that tﬁe "overriding answer", fhe~e1ement most often responsible for
educational‘improvement, is the dedication and éommitment of administrators and teachers
who believe their children can succeed, and strenuous labor to back up their commitment.
However, not every educator believes that poor and minority children can-succeed and
not every educator is willing to work long hours at no extra pay.. Nor should they have
to. In order for many administrators and teachers to be able to succeed in eliminating
the underachievement of poor and minority children, they may first need to be told By
the state that they must help children achieve at least certain minimm competencies
and second be provided the Tesources necessary for training, and for the kinds of add-
itional professionals, paraprofessionals and materials already in use in many wealthier
districts. Although more dolls:x “arantees nothing, frequently educational imprpvement
can not take place without additmdnal resources, effectively utilized.

Replacing locally developed pupil minimum proficiency levels with statewide levels
insures that districts will identify all the children in their district who lack 'a tho-
rough a2nd efficient education. The next step is to provide the instruction and other
services which meet their needs. For some children that mighf mean providing traditional
femediation services which would frequently be available to those children if they lived
in wealthier districts. That might mean hiring more reading specialists, more social
workers, more psychologists. Other districts may decide to make curriculum changes,’
either to particular programs or to the entire teaching learning structure and process.
There is nd lack of literature wﬁich-provides interested educatots with successful models

to choose from.

New Jersey's State'Uepartment ofrEducafion publishes annually,-a cpllettion of the
most successful Title III'programs in the state. These 16ca1iy developed programs have
all been validated by state and federal agencies and othér districts can obtain state
assistance if'they wish to adopt them. The 1975-76 issue of "Educational Programs That
Work" includes 16 such programs. Glassboro, for example, developed an individualized
diagncstic-prescriptive K-3 reading proéram which raised childrens reading levels 1.5
years per-eight months of instructional program, Morristown's individualized mathe-

- matics program enabled 67% of the children in grades 7 to 12 to increase their previous +

growth rate by 25%. Weehawken developed a program which substantially improved children's
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writing skills.

Paterson's Dale Avenue School developed a comprehensive deﬁelopmental skills
program for Pre-K through third ‘grade. Several years ago this st@ool admitted only
Title I children who had a group average "IQ" of 80. At the end of the first Pre-K
year their group "IQ" was raised to 100, precisely the national norm. At the end of
third grade, both the school average "IQ" and achievement was maintained at 100. Plain-
field recently adopted the Dale Avenue program in one of its schools, with a similar
group of children, and had precisely the same results.

Of course New Jersey need not limit its search for successful models to only those
which are homegrown. Many other states have thelr own publications of successful pro-
grams, although New Jersey does have more federally accredited programs than any other
state. The United States Office of Education publishes "It Works", which describes
ﬂexemplary Title I programs. A review of the most successful Title I programs by the

. Research Managenment Corporatlon of California concluded that the most successful pro-
grams were those which used intensive pre and post testing, highly focused instruction,
‘a small step hlghly structured format with immediate feedback, the use of the teacher
as a d1agnost1c1an and supervisor, a diversity of materials including skill workbeoks
and very little use ef basal = readers, and extensive in-service training in the use.

of materials.

Another review by the Educational Research Cofporation in Massachusetts concluded
" that there was no single pattern of factors that determine excellence. '"Instead of
imitating a model of excellence" the study concludes, 'we recommend.that schools focus
on the process by wh1ch they can achieve excellence, each school thereby establishing

its own brand or pattern of factors"*

In the long rum, educatlonal successviS‘most likely~%o take place when local pro-

fessionals, in cooperation with parents, residents and students, select the programs

. which they believe will best su1t the needs of the district's children. However, the
state also has a critical role to play. By creating statewide minimum .pupil proficiency

‘ levels, it 1nsures that every child who needs help is identified, regardless of the child's
socioeconomic characteristics or -geographical location. The state can also make sure
that children who are identified do in fact receive the help they need. The state can
help local districts by disseminating information about the programs which have been
successful throughout the state and the nation and by prov1d1ng technical assistance to
local districts which choose to install one of thcse, programs. Finally, the state has
the obligation to develop a state aid formula which 1psures that every district can carry

**'Success and Failure: A Summary of Findings and Recommendations for Improving Elementary
Reading in Massachusetts City Schools" - E.R.C. Watertown, Mass. :
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-out the required programs - because "if the local gCvernment can not carry the burden,
the state must itself meet its continuing obligation". (Robinson v. Cahill, Supra at 513)

V. The Critical Role of the Teaching Profession

There is no question that exclusive reliance upon d1rectlon and guldance by state
education department officials will nnt lead to fundamental change. Progress can only
occur through the .cooperative and long term efforts of parents, teachers, administrators
and children,i.e. the process approach. Simply adding a requirement for statewide mini-
mum pupil proficiency levels will not be meaningfal unless it is eventually accepted and
supported not only by state officials and administrators and parents but by the teachers
themselves. To date, while many individual teachers are supportive, particularly minor-
ity teachers, the official spokesmen for teachers have formally expressed their OppOSltlon..
Why? In their pub11c sctatements they have expressed the fear that statewlde minimm pupil
proficiency levels in basic skills ~would be detrimental to the educatlonal process in
general and to underach1ev1ng children in particular. However, a more critical issue }
may be their concern that the existence of minimum proficiency levels may lead to a teacher
accountablllty system. It is important to* dispel both of these concerns if teachers are

to ever support the statewide minimum prof1c1ency concept. 4
. . er,
‘Many teachers fear that statewide emphasis on basic skills may result in a reduc-

tion of emphasis on the broader. aspects of education. Others fear the pos51b111ty that
mlnlmum standards’ will become goals or max1mnms that setting minimm prof1c1enc1es may

‘ in fact lower our educational ideals. Another concern is that some teachers may mechanis- .
tically 'teach to the test" in order to '"'look good". ‘ Some who admire the more humanistic.
child centered trend of the 60's fear a return to the r1g1d authoritarianism of earlier -
decades. It would be toc glib to simply d1smlss all these concems as mere defensiveness. |,
It could all happen. To a large extent, it depends on the teaching profess1on itself

B
I3

and how it responds to minimum competencies.

In those districts which would have ‘relatively few childrex #nlow state min;mums
and ample-resources and programs which more than likely alread: rrovide adequate services to :
help such children achieve at least those minimums, why should exlstlng broad educational -
programs be narrowed? Would the parents, administrators or staff encourage such a change?
Not very likely. The Dale Avenue experience demonstrates that even in schools where very
high proportlons of children are deficient in basic skills, that a well rounded curriculum
+is both possible and necessary. In this sé¢hnol, children receive a h1gh1y diversified
program in. music, art, science, social studies, health and phys1ca1 education, which en-
hances children's appreciation for aesthet1cs and self-expression at the same time as it
-emphasizes the basic skills of reading and mathematlcs. Clearly, it is impossible for

e
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a child to be able to benefit from 2 diverse curriculum Without”those'basic skills,

There is no question that all children do not have the same potential or interéétéahd
that teaqhers(ﬁust strive to maximize the potential of each child. It is perfectly
Clear that the state can not and should not mandate the total scope and quality of each
child's education. Nevertheless,‘the state does have the obligation to establish a floor
below which no district may permit a child to fall withoht providing whatever instruc-
tional or other services are necessary to reach that floor; and that floor can not be 5\;
different for the vefy same child who méy move from one district to another. Develop- e
ing a state evaluation program which ensures that_“all districts in thes state will be
evaluated on the basis of pupil performance'*, but which permits each district to deter-
mine its own pupil performance criteria is clearly no evaluation system at all.

Professor A. HarrY'Passow, the Chairman of the Department of Curriculum and Teaching
at Columbia Teachers College supported this view in a paper submitted to the NJERP on
July 14, 1975. - :

To suggest that by establishing the minimal standards or

. levels which will prepare children to function politically,
economically and socially in a democratic society local dis-
tricts would "stultify this process and in many cases would ..
result in lowering aspirations for pupil performance', im-
plies that any aspect of the educational process in which..
the Department sets minimal standards stultifies local initid-
tive. Clearly, this is not so in other areas in which the
Department has set miniml standards, floors below which no
district may go. In this very crucial areza, the State Depart-
ment of Education must.set minimal standards for outcomeS----
as guidelines for local districts which should be encouraged
to set standards above and beyond these minima. .

The purpose of evaluation is to ascertain the extent to
which educational goals are achieved and, where there are dis-
crepancies between goals and performance to narrow this gap.

The guidelines must include\direction for LEA's to take action
within specific areas where Yutcome goals are not attained.
It is not enough to know that] inner city children are not achievs
ing and schools are failing such children, it is not enough to
promulgate rules on promotion and .non-promotion. The guidelines
- must call for specific efforts in development and remediation
through which LEA's provide for at least minimal functioning in
political, social and economic areas for which the schools. haye
responsibility. , -
In contrast with those who fear "teaching to the test", there are many who believe
that teachers should teach to the test, when it comes to basic skills, so that children

learn how to recognize and decode words, comprehend oral and written passages, and add

*Memorandum from Commissioner Fred G. Burke to Joint Committee on the Public Schools-
July 14, 1975s. : o ’
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and multiply figures. .Further, setting minimum competencies in basic skills, dqeé
not pre:lude a tgachef from selecting among dozens of teaching methods, hundreds of

texts and an infinite variety of teaching styles.

Similarly, setting minimum standards is in no way inconsistent with a desire to
maintain a humanistic educational environment. Dr. Maurie Hillson, Chairman of the
Rutgers Graduate School-of ‘Education Department of Science and Humanities has suppor-

ted this view in recent correspondence with the NJERP.

The contention of this writer is that it is necessary, if we
are to realize a thorough and efficient education for all children
of New Jersey, to mandate a statewide system of operationally defined
standsrds in at least the basic skill areas of the educational or school-
ing process. To deny the professional capability to do this, is to deny
a whole generation of research. Standards that deal with the acquisition
of basic skills are extznt, able to be defined and described in operational
terms....and measurable. Without z major focus on a program that defines....
and monitors the implementa%zion of....performance standards, the State will
only support the already intolerable discrepant situation that occasioned
Robinson v. Cahill and the court decision. . e .

. ....To set standards and objectives to be attained and to contrive -
educational environments and teaching strategies to reach them does not
mean in any sense that a consideration of the humanistic views are
faulted or disregarded. The converse could be and is more often true.
The lack of standards....has been destructive of learners and wholly
‘anti-humanistic. Love,. purpose, the self-concept, self-determination,
self-actualization, purposeful connectedness--the whole affective domain
as it is termed--are inseparable and mutually involved in the realm of o
cognitive accomplishments. The argument that when teaching one to read .-
with methods and strategies that involve the goal of reaching standards
you diminish the commjtment to the affective area of growth is a spurious,
and from'all of the present research, an unfounded one. These domains--~
the cognitive and the affective--are not distinct. They are intertwined,
. integrated, in fact they may. be symbiotic in nature. ’
e oo : ‘.-"l‘i . ]

- It is easy‘to_understand why some teachers fear that the creation of statewide-
minimum stzndards may lead to t2achers once again becoming scapegoats for pupil under-
achievement. . ; long as stale assessment results are used .only to compare districts .
or schools or teachers or children, rather than for remediation purposes, there is always
the danger of simplistic efforts which focus on seeking someone to blame for inadequate
results rather than seeking solutions. In the Past that kind of approach frequently has
led to conflicts among parents and teachers and administrators, each blaming the other,
Tather than collective efforts to improve educational results. : ' o

It is worth noting at this point, that it»is*ﬁ&ilonger an issue as to whether or .
not a district should set minimum competencies in basic skills. According to the Adminis-
trative Code, every district must set minimums, assess pupil performance and provide re-

mediation services to children who fall below the ninimums. The oﬁly rerxining issue
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is whether the misiimums should be determined'by each individual disttict; or for.the
state as a whole. . |
Every cr1t1c1sm by teacher spokesmen aga1nst statewide minimum campetencies can

be made equally against local minimum.competencies. Nevertheless teacher spokesmen

have endorsed local minimums, but not state m1n1mums Why? One reason may be the
. fear. that d1str1cts with greater than average percentages of ch11dren who fall below

statewide minimum competencies, may not have the fiscal C&paCItY to provide the reme-

diation services which are necessary. The result in such a district could be to de-

mand better performance from teachers but not to provide the resources which may be

necessary to achieve that performance. That is a legitimate and realistic concern.

Clearly the only answer to that. concern is-a statew1de fundlng formula which makes

it poss1b1e for every district to provide the resources. neces“\rv to help all their

underach1ev1ng children meet at least the statewide minimam competencies.

VI. Conclusion

The purpose of establishing .statewide minimum competencles is not to fix res-
ponsibility or pin blame. It is not intended for evaluation of teachers or admlnls-
trators or systems. Quite the.reverse. In contrast to the state focus on d1str1ct
and school evaluation, the NJERP recommendation focuses on the individual child who

‘is in need. : is intended to insure that each child who falls below a state defined
m1n1mum competency level; receives appropriate assistance, regardless of where that
ch11d may live and regardless of the childs' socloeconomlc characteristics. Becau5e

v the proposed Administrative Code focuses on evaluatlng districts and schools rather.
than children, and because the Department recognizes that not all districts currently

- have’ the resources to be able to achieve the same results, the Administrative Code
encourages- d1fferent goals and’ standards in every district. Because the NJERP proposal’
focuses not on evaluating districts or schools. but on the educational needs of indivi-
dual ch11dren, it can logically recommend a minimum competency level which is the same’

in all d1str1cts.

~

The evaluation approach taken by the proposed Adm1n1strat1ve Code, will necessar11y
diffuse the 11mIted resources of the State Education Department, because it requlres
attention to the entlre spectrum of the local educatlonal plannlng, 1mp1ementatlon and
evaluation process as it- affects all children in all 600- districts. By contrast, the
NJERP recommendation. would enable ‘the Department to concentrate on the State's most
serious problem, inadequate mastery of bas1c skills, by verlFY1ng through sample audir,

that districts are in fact prov1d1ng the requlred remed1atlon Tesponse.
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) However before the NJERP recommendatlon can be implemented, two fundamental
questions must be addressed At what level should minimum competencles be estab11shed°
Do we have reason to believe that the educational system possesses the skills and
technology to enable every ch11d to achieve the desired level’

A conceptual gu1de for establishing minimum- competency levels can be found in the
language of the New Jersey Supreme Court. 'The Const1tutlonal guarantee must be under-
stood to embrace that educational opportunlty which is needed in the’ contemporary set-
ting to equip a child for his role as a citizen and as a competitor in the labor
.market." These words make it clear that every child must be guaranteed not just a
minimal education but a meaningful education, and that the definition must be a dynamlc
one, that is it must expand over time in response to changes in the larger dciety.

RS

One task is to translate this definition’ 1nto preclse educatlonal obJectlves.
-Should those ob;ectlves be the broaa, real life skills which adults require or should
~ they be limited to those which can easily be measured by pencll eand paper tests? The
answer may be yes to both. While it is desirable to identify ba51c skills in terms of
real life characterastlcs that mav e a d1ff1cult and long term task which could be
started now, but need not negate the immediate establlshmen* of basic skills competen-
cies in.reading and mathematics as currently measured by the New Jersey Assessment
Program. Given the fact that minimum competency standards in basic skiils are already
used by the United States Armed Serv1ces, Civil Serv1ce, and many 1ndustr1al flrms, the'
establishment of minimum competencies on .the ‘New Jersey Educational Assessment Program

) should not prove a difficult’ task

Is there reason to believe that there exists a body of knowledge and sk111 which
encourages conf1dence that educators can substantially raise educatlonal achievement?
There is no lack of research evidence describing successful programs .hroughout the
_nation. Actually, New Jersey has more federally validated, successful, cost effectrve
pPrograms than “any other state in the nation. New Jersey has the knowledge. Sett1ng k
statewide minimum competencies will establlsh the incentive, so that it will no longer
be possible for administrators or teachers to establish lower minimum expectancy levels
for poor and minority children than for all other children. - Educators may not have all
the answers they need to raise every single child to those minimum levels, but they. -
surely -have enough answers to get started trying right now. As more and more adminis-
trators and teachers strive to accompllsh this task, there will be increasing numbers
of Successfu. programs which can be disseminated to those who have been less successful.

‘There is no questlon that districts with high concentrat1ons of poor, minority

chlldren w111 have a h1gher proportion of children requiring spec1al attention and
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therefore a more dlf?lcult task than districts W1th low. proportions of such ch11dren,
particularly if they have 11m1ted fiscal capac1tx~to ‘raise the revenue necessary to
provide the required services. The questlon then becomes--shall the state pernlt

lower goals and standards in districts with greater educational problems and limited,

f1sca1 capability, or shall the state develop a funding formula wh1ch insures that

a reasonable tax effort in every district can yvield the revenue necessary to. pvercome'
those problems? That is the fundamental issue befbre/New Jersey s cltlzens legisla- .

~

tors, State Board of Education and Supreme Court ,'

N
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VII. Appendix
1. Summary of the’ 1975 Public Education Act - Article IT - Goals, Standards and .
Guidelines; Procedures of Evaluation; Enforcement.
2. Summary of the New Jersey Administrative Code. .
o€ : - - ) .
3. Memorandum of the New Jersey Education Reform Project - "Recommendations
’ -Regarding the Proposed Rules on Thorough and Efficient Education" June 25,
1975. . : S = ‘
4. New Jersey Manufacturers Association Committee on Education Statement to the
' State Board of Education November '14, 1975. » ' _ S '
5. Committee Report to Commissioner Burke, et.al. "Recommended Procedures
Regarding State Monitoring of Lecal Districts! Minimum Pupil Levels of
- Proficiency in the Basic Communication and Computational Skills"
. November 5, 1975. . e ‘ .
6.

State Board of Education "Qur Schools' Goals._

&

A
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1;1 Summary of the 1975 Public Education Act - Article II Goals, Standards and
. uldellnes, Procedures of Evaluation; Enforcement. . .
4. "The goal of a thorough and efficient system of* free publlc schools” ‘shall be
to provide to all children in New Jersey, regardless of socioeconomic status

or geographic location, the educational opportunity which will prepare them
to - function pollt1cally, economlcally and socially in.a democrat1c 'society."

5. Guldellnes of a thorough and eff1c1ent system: .
Evaluation and "’ mon1tor1ng at ‘both state and local levels.
Local goals established with nubllc 1nvolvement
'Instructlon to produce reasonable prof1c1enc1es in basic SklllS
'Breadth of program to develop individual talents and abllitles -

. Support services for all children espec1ally educatlonally d1sad-
°  vantaged and with . .special educatlonal needs.

Adequate facilities and supplles, quallfled personnel, efficient:
admlnlstratlve procedures and adequate research and development

L 6. State board shall establish goals and standards* applicable to all publlc
| schools and rules for establishment of local goals, obJectlves and standards.
7. Each local board shall establish local goals, objectives and standards
State board, at_1east every five years, shall update State goals and standards,
9. Commissioner, at-least'every five years, shall issue a public report of state-
wide needs ‘assessment and State goals and standards for local districts to up-
~ date local aoals, ob,ectlves and standards N .
10. Comm1ss1oner shall administer a statewide performance evaluatlon system, in-
| cludlng annual testing of basic skills, to- determlne pupil needs, ensure
pupil progress and assess.degree of atta1nment of objectlves '
11. Each d1str1ct shall prepare an annual Teport - 1nclud1ng demographic and fiscal
data; state and local test results; attainment of state and'local goals and : .
'obJectlves, profess1onal and school improvement plans and 1nnovatlon programs; -
perlod1c facilities survey. Local 1nformatlon to be 1ncluded in Comm1SS1oner s .
annual progress Teport. : . . ;
12-13. Commissioner shzll evaluate the effectiveness of this. act and the performance
<= of all districts, four years after passage of the Act and every two years there—_,‘f
.after. ’ . ' :
14. Commissioner .shall mandate remedial plans in d1str1cts show1ng insufficient progress
15-16. If local remed1al plans are deemed 1nsuff1c1ent Comm1ss1oner can order bud-
getary changes, tra1n1ng programs and Spec1f1c remedial plans and use Court orders

"
to compel local compliance. &

*Def1n1tlon - "The process and stated levels of prof1c1ency used in determ1n1ng the extent '
to which goals and obJectlves are being met." :

e |
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II.

3.6 Instruction by staff, to achieve goals, .objectives and standards shall in-

Summary of the New Jersey Administrative Code -

~

2. State Educational Goals and Standards o

'_2:1 The State gbals,ére the State Board "Qur Schools" outc&hé and prdcéss goals

22 The State standards are described in 6:8-3§4 below.

2.3 State goals and standards must be_updated’at'ieast'eVery five years
by the State Board and Joint Committee on Public Schools. '

3. Standards and Procedures fbrzEstablishing Educagjonal Plans

3.1 Each district board in consultation with chief administrator and staff
shall develop annually a written plan for each’ school and district, including
an implementation schedule, the long and short range objectives of a five
year cycle and standards for evaluating achievement of the uvbjectives.
_ - EOR o RS

5.2 Written goals developed in consultation with staff,purils, parents and
- residents, based on local needS;ahdg¢dﬁSistent with the intent of state
goals shall be. the basis for educational programs and be updated at least
every five years. The district shall provide opportunity for comment at:
a public meeting. ' ' - '

tn
m .

Objectives and standards shall be based upon goals and develdped by the
chief administrator in consultation with staff.

3.4iStaff shall assess pupil achievementiand needs tarough obgerﬁatibn, pérent

interview, pupil records, local and state testing and medical examination.
Status of school and ‘district objectives shall also be assessed.. .

3.5 Curriculum shall be developed by the chief administrators in consultation ¢

‘with staff and be consistent with goals, objectives and pupil needs; de-

velop individual talents and interests and serve diverse learning styles;

~ provide effective articulation between and .among districts and schools; - .
provide continuous access to library /media programs and services; provide
carger and academic' guidance; provide edusational programs and services o
for ‘all handicapped children; provide bilingyal programs for pupils whose =~ -
‘dominant language is not English; provide compensatory programs; provide
equal educational opportumity to all; provide career awareness and vo-
cational education; provide opportunities for gifted and talented pupils. . °

clude:an environment which fosters positive feelings by pupils towards self
and others; creative use of methods, materials and equipment; pupil studies
of individual;.schoo]~and_cdmmunity problems; directed and self-selected
pupil activities; orjganization and pupil assignment reflecting individual
pupil needs; effective use of personnel, resources and Facilities of school
and community; emphasis on interrelatedness of knowledge and learning. " ™

.3.7 Cbntinuous'évaluatioh,by.Staff of each child's progress- towards goals'anam' R

objectives, ‘and an annual-public report of district evaluation results. .

3.8 Establish reasonable pupil.minimum proficiency levels in the -basic.commmi-

cation and computational skills. Provide remedial programs for. pupils not,
‘meeting those levels, to include: instruction and services to meet pupil
needs; ongoing communication between parents and staff; evaluation




-

of achievement of remedial program objectives and standards:.évaluation of
remedial program effectiveness; state monitor of district minimum proficiency
levels, pupil growth rates and remedial programs and services; biemnial state .
evaluation of district progress towards attainment of minimum proficiency
levels. » : : ‘ ’

4.Policies and'Procedures to Assist in-Implementing the Educational Plan

4.1 District shall develop a policy for Teporting pupil progress.

4.2 District shall develop policies for promotion and graduation, related fb_i
district goals, objectives and pupil proficiency, with particular reference
to basic commmication and computational skills.

4.3 District shall employ only certified staff based upon the instructional needs
of pupils. Each school shall have a full-time non-teaching principal, subject
to exception by Commissioner. Assistants to principals shall * - provided
when necessitated by school enrollment, program or operation complexity:
District shall provide sufficient child study team personnél to insure .
implementation of pertinent law and regulation. District shall maintain a oo
list of certified substitute teachers and provide them with origntation
and training., District shall provide sufficient support services, includ- =
ing secretarial, janitorial, .maintenance, cafeteria and transportation.- '

4.4 Staff in-service programs shall be developed in consultation with chief
administrator and staff to meet identified priorities. T

4.5 District shall provide instructional materials to implement goals and ob-
jectives and meet pupil needs, with staff consultation regarding selection
and utilization. - ' ' :

4.6 District shall provide parents and other residents opportunities for orien-
tation regarding state regulations and local procedures for implementation
of district goals, objectives and standards. Staff in consultation with
parents, pupils and other residents shall identify commmity resources,
services“and needs in planning for educational improvement.

4.7 District shall adopt efficient administrative procedures, including sound
fiscal operations and effective management procedures.’ ‘

4.8 New school facilities shall reflect current.research on the relationship .
of design and size to program and.a positive learning environment. Each
building and site shall provide suitable accommodations to implement the )
school's program, including provision for the handicapped. All buildings .
shall be safe, cipan, attractive and in good repair. L e 3

5. Review and'Approval of Proposed Budget

District shall submit to the county superintendent, before December 1, the
proposed budget for the next year, including the number of teaching staff
and other employees for the current and budget years and a line item or .
other authorized budget format. The county superintendent shall evaluate
thej adequacy of each budget appropriation with regard to the annual reports
and’ long and short range objectives, prior to.its advertisement. If changes
are recommended, the county superintendent shall consult with the chief
administrator and district board. : :
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6. Procedures for Evaluatioi of the Performance of Egch ?db S Scpool Districe
- and School : ; . z
o, - . L ) R ‘ . {3tew\; . luation

6.1 The commissioner shall éonduct an annual uniform, 5 ceopgle evz to

ensure that each schéol and district is performing 7z by

standards and procedures. Each district shall subﬂ}ﬁ,‘

describing district and school progress towards go? 41uatchti
standards, to be part of the commissioners annual €7, da lan,
Teport shall be submitted on stafe forms and includggkiqukrﬂP
by school; assessment of pupil achievement in bgsic 5 tow% by
and-district; dropout data; evidence of:effectiveneéotin

of applicable state, district and school goals, obj¢

g t0 state
] a report
uly L e
The -
pic data
school
des gchievement

oh

for 3 o -
plans for school and professional improvement; pl ¢1 datlhnovatIOH or

experimentation; projectiuns of capital needs; fisc
district audit report.

. _ V ) . ‘.Ct v
6.2 The commissioner shall classify each school and disfzzl rQ& appf°ved’

‘conditionally approved or unapproved, based upop an® the Yort,
and visitations. Classification shall be reported 6¢endenbub1i
A

district and a list maintained by the county superif

- 7. Corrective Action

m,onitoring
¢ by the

. - ' appr
7.1 The chief administrator and board of a conditional}f 5pee§bed or WNapPPTovey

school or district shall submit a remedial plan bY,?¢91
commissioner shall assure its timely and effectjive ¥

. " , 4l
7.2 Plans which are insufficient or poorly implemented 5ﬂ¢aryl

cause action by the commissioner, who may order pudg 5t
the district, order in-service training or recommend

. : i
7.3 The State Board shall order a remedial plan which s/
changes and other appropriate measures. .

<
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NE\V JI RS] YT IMDUCATION R _I'JFO RM Hi{ OJECT
Greater Newark Urban Coalition, Inc. |
- _ ‘ 24 Commerce Sireet o

Newarkz, N. J. 07102
{301) 624-7475

MEMORANDUM

TO: ©zxed G. Burke, Commissioner of Education

FROM: New Jexsey Education Reform Project Advisc .y Committes
. (schadule of =anes attached)
DATE: SJuaa 25, 1975

SUBJECT: . Recommendations Regarding the P*oposéd Rules on
Thorough and E£ficient aducat;on

The Advisory Committee of the New Jarsey Zducation Reform
2roject conducted intensive discussions regarding the desirability
of statewide minimum standards in basic skills. It is the Committee's
rzcommendatioa that Section 6:8-2(a)3vii be replaced with the follow-
iag paragraph and that.the Definitions section include the additional
‘pnrgse shown below: )

6:8-2(a)3 vii-

For each child who falls below the statewide mininum
stindards in one or more of the basic skills, the local
district shall fo;low this seguence of aevents: -

a) Retest child to validatse accuracy of test results.

b) Notify parents.

c) Develop a program of instrzuctional and other services
which is designed to enable the cnhild to achieve at
least the minimum standards appropriate to the child's
age, and. send a copy of the program to the child's
parents.

d) Conduct follow=~-up assessment at ‘least bi-monthly and
Teport results to parents.

6:8-11 wWords and pnrases defined - Add the‘fol;owinq:

"Statewide minimum standards in basic skillsg" - 2erfer-
mance objectives for specified grade levels in reading skilis,
reading comprehension, mathematics skills and mathematics com-
Prenension, expressed in terms of specified behaviours nr nu-
meric scores, establisned by the Stata Board of Education in
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. “\ - 2. - .
cooperation with New Jersey educators, parents, empléyers
and sctudents. ‘ . )

Zt is,the Committee's view that the State has the obligation

- to identify the minimum performance leévels in basic skills which are

cénsidered absolutely essential for a child to function as a citizen .
and“as a worker. In additioa, the State has an obligation to encour-
age districts to provide the broadest possible curriculum alternatives
Zor all children. However, given the desire to maximize local input
" and minimize State influence upon curriculum content, organization
‘structure, staffing and instxuctional methods, it is our view that the
development of statewide minimum achievement levels be limited to the
pasic skills only. . :

~ The Conmittee considered whether it would be desirable to hold
bpack or condition the High School diploma of a graduate who.-fails to
achieve the statewide minimum competencies in basic skills appropri-
a.3 for graduation. The conclusion was that it would be unfair to
furthexz penalize such a child. However, a gquestion remained. How then
could tae local district, the staff, parents and childrea be motivated
to nelp such children accomplish at least those minimum achievement

ievels?

We concluded that the State should establish minimum competency
level.s Sor specified grades. Those grades could be the very ones now
zested in the State Assessment program; 4,7 and 10. We have questioned
testing professionals, both within and outside the State Education De-=
~partment. There is no gquestion that the.state of the art permits the
de'velopment of those minimum cpmpetency'lavels.f Expaert testimony to
that effect can be presentad if desired. :

-

The program we have recommended to replace Section vii reguires
that the local district must develop a remediation program which is de-
signed to assist every child who has fallen below the stats minimum
scandard in one or more of the basic skills. The purpose is to Enable
thne child %o increase his/her achievement laevel to at least the state
minimum established for the subsequent grade level test to be taken by

. If state minimum standards are established only for grades 4,
7 and 10, local districts should establish their own interim guidelines
for all other grades, which are at least at a level consistent with the
state's standards for grades 4,7 and 10. Local districts could use
whichever tests they deem appropriate in order to identify those child-~-
ren who may fall below state minimum standards in subsequent grades.
The purpose is to initiate remediation services ia - interim grades as
well as in grades tested by the State Assessment Program.

The Advisory Committee concluded that a necessary part of the
:emedi{} program would be to advise the child's parents, and to indi-
cate that the State required the district to provide specified services.
‘The purpose is to maximize the %nowledge and involvement of the parsnts
in the school's efforts to improve the child's skills. '
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We assume that the State's evaluation process wiil iaclude at
least two steps which will be concerned with the pProposed remedial pro-
grama. One step would be for the State's representative in - the district
to ascertain whether the program has in face taken place with respect
€0 avery appropriate child. A second step would be to insure that the
district nas a general education Program and budget which includes as.
a primary focus, the.reduction of the Percentage of children who fall
beiow the State's minimum guidelines.

It is our view that the Proposed Rules, as now written, will
ififuse the 2nergy and resources of the State Zducation Department and”
esulit in protracted delays in the development of district responses
<0 state criticism regarding failure to meet uncertain goals and stan-
dards. In the meantime, those children who are most in need will con-
tinue their patterns of failure. By contrast, our recommendation iden-
tifies specific conditions which reguire immediate attention to the,
needs of particular children. It is intended to insure, to the extent
Possible, that by the time a child graduates from the New Jersey school
system, .that he or she possesses at least those minimum skills necessary

To function as an adult. The purpose of the proposed system is to in-

‘_sure that every child receives the help necessary to achieve that goal.

E

P

\ -

31

O

RIC -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



T e New Jersey Manufacturers Associatiom,
o ' : . Committee on “Education
) Statement to the
State Board of Education
November 14, '1975

:Our’commentaronn the October l,_l?lS draft "T&E" regulations will be
restricted solely to the question of State minimum proficiency standards for
Acommunications and computational skills. We believe .there are compelling

reasons for the board to reconsider the merits of . developing aUCh ‘standards.

‘We are neither seeking immediate aaoption of State minimum proficiency .
standards nor introduction into the code of such standards at this time. In-
stead, we urge that the board adopt -1 one-year timetable for development of
such standards and modify N.J.A.C. 6:8-3. 3(b)4. .to require reporting of each
district's and each school’s effectiveness in achieving State and district
standards. -At the same time, the cnde must demand of districts that local
standards contemplate progress in improving ‘the level of student proficiency

‘J

and demand no less than what is reasonably attainable.

We believe the development of State minimum proficiency standards for the

basic skills is

desirable because it would make mastery of the basic skills a first
priority of -the public schools,

essential because, as a practical necessity, the approval process"
.requires the application of a State standard to judge sufficiency of
district goals and standards, and ‘

required by an express provisxon’of'ghapter 212, Laws of 1975.

Basic Skills As A First Priority L a (

The debate over State minimum proficiency standards has focused on the” need
for "attainment of reasonable proficiency in the basic communications and compu-

tational skillsY. (Article II, Sec. 5.c.{'Chapter_212: Laws of 1975)

g9




The problen of zunctional illiteracy, the enrollment of a large number of
New Jersey ] college freshmen in remedial language courses, and the army of un-
skilled 1nd1v1duals ori unemployment rolls are unmistakable signs of failure.:

Unless basic skills are mastered early in a child's schooling, progress through

advanced subJect matter is discouraged and the process of schooling becomes one

.~—‘.‘ "
G w'y \"1‘
y ~-

of defeat and humiliation. ‘Schooling which fails to produce mastery, of the“"
basic S&llls fails ‘to prepare individuals who .can compete in the labor market

3 ”

. or function successfully as citizens.

The must persuasive argument for state minimum standards may well be that

’they would compel schools to give highest priority to improving‘the achievement .

of students lageing in the basic skills and would cause schools to reallocate

available time, staff and resources to that end.

Tne-Practical Necessity of State Standards -

Chapter 212 and the proposed "T&E" regulations delegate responsibility to
local school districts to satisfy the education mandate of the New Jersey Con-
stitution. To insure sacisfactory performance of that responsibility, the

-regulations set forth State goals, . requlre that local districts develop goals

"consistent with State goals" and 'written objectives and standards consistent

Rt

~ with State goals and ‘standards" (N.J.A.C. £:8-2.1(a)l and 2). B hwfpi

The’ classification of a particular school district or school as "approved",

"condltionally approved" or "unapproved" (N.J.A. C 6 8-3 4) will depend, in
part, on whether the district bhas developed goals, objectives and standards
"consistentvwith State goals." This judgment-will be rendered, under the |
.authority'of the Commissioner, by staffs in 21 separate county offices."

Only the establishment of standards can convert the general language of

state goals into particular expectations whose accomplishment can be objectively

<.
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determined. The imprecision of:goals makes it practically'and-objectively

inpossible to determine whether school and district goals are "consistent with

State goals". or whether local objectives and standards are cons1stent with . ~>-
_ State goals and standards, unless both state and local standards, defining and

giving substance to such goals, are stated in writing to permit comparison.

Votwithstanding the absence of precisely determinable, written State minimum

standards, county staffs will be obligated to judge the adequacy of local stan-

da-ds. Inescapablyl th1s determination will involve a measuring of local stan-

dards acainst what is understood by the reviewer to be mlnimum acc;ptable S%zte

standards. The effective functioning of the proposed educational process plan

' requires that failure of districts to establish sufficient-standards of pro-

ficiency be identified in order to trigger appropriate corrective actions.

since the application of State standards is an unavoidable part of the pro-

:cess plan, the- formulation of standards is equally unavoidable. Either school

1{* v

d1str1cts will be confronted with clear, determinable, written State standards,

: unifotmly applied and open to public debate, ‘or they will be confronted with )
' )

' Varying and 1ndeterm1nate standards akpliedA_y the staffs in 21 seg;rate county

.

£ ices.

The alternatives of (1) written standards or (2) varying, unwritten standards
do not exhaust all pn881billtles. A third alternative -= one that threatens )
educat1onal quality -~ is that county staffs, lacking specific State minimunm -

_ standards, may pay little attention to local goals and standa;ds in the evaluation

and approval process. Nothing could more effectively hamper the effectiveness of

the regulatory process or-more directly defeat the intent of the constitutional .

°

mandate.
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The Statutdry Requirement of State Proficiency Standards

Whatever che board's view of the des1rab111ty of State minlmum standards{
Sectxon 6 of Chapter 212, Laws of l975, appears to compel their establlshment'

"6. The State board after consultation with the Commissioner and review
by the Joint Comrittee on Public Schools shall (a) establish goals and standards
wnlch shall be appllcable to all publlc schools in the state, and which shall be
h consxstent 'with the- ‘goals and guldellnes establlshed pursuant to sections 4 and
5 of this act, and (b) make rules concerning procedures for the establlshment of

particular educatlonal goals, objectlves and standards by local boards of

education." . o .

The question of whether the "standards" referred to in Section 6(a) are
" procedural standards, proficiency‘standards, or both, is answered by Section 3 of

Chapter 212, which defines the term "standards":as encompassing both process and

~.
“

proficiency levels:
""!'Standards' means the process ‘and stated levels of proficiency used in

determining the extent to which goals and objectives are being met."

Vothlng in Section 6(a) in any way qualifles the use of the term "standards"
to indicate amy dlfference in meanlng from the statutory definltlon. In fact,
the use of the word "standards" as part of the phrase "goals and standards" ls a
‘clear indication that what is required of:the board is the development and enun;
'clatlon of the educatlonal .aims of the State in both general and more speclfic

Ry .
terms. To interpret Section 6(a) merely as a general charge to the board to

establish procedural standards ignores numerous sect1ons in the balance of the

law which establlsh Speciflc procedures requlred for the operatlon and regulatlon

of the school system.



An outward-Looking Function of the Code

In the last analysis, no minimum proficiency standard whether Statelor
local, can assure a system of puolic ‘schools respon51ve to the constltutlonal
imperatlve unless the effort has f1rst been made to determxne the levels of
proflclency requzred in the basic skills for an 1ndLVLdual's success as a
- citizen and as a competitor in the labor market._ |

6ne lmportant reason for reliance on State minimum standards is the greater'
ablllty of the State to determzne, on & broad- scale, the level of prof1c1ency
(l) expected of job appllcants (as.reflected in bus1ness applicant tests and .
civil serv1ce examinatlons), (2) necessary for job performance (the language of -
Operatlng and instruction manuals) and (3) essentlal to the understanding of
such common materzals as ballot znstructlons, consumer contract provisions: and

ey

driving manuals.

<

Conclusion

Buslnessmen view themselves as the largest consumer of the skllls pub11c>.
schools are employed to impart. We share a maJor portlon of the cost of
operatlng free public schools and a substantial share of the costs of failure
(subsldlzlng those who lack sufflclent, saleable skllls to provide for thelr oun
‘and their famllles' support) What is truly tragic is the carnage in ‘broken

hopes and wasted potential which edu¢ tional failure has produced.t
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DEPARTMENT ‘oF EDUCATLON
e : " 223 WEST STATE STRCCT |
o . P.O..8OX 2019 :
mﬂ. N‘W Jtﬂ!“ OB‘Z:

November S, 1975 o , ‘ } 3 .

To: | Fred G. Burke, ccmmrSSLoner of Educatlon o ‘

. Ralph Lataille, outy Commlssloner S s
Gary Gappert,. A;s*stant Commissioner of

pu Resea-c“, Plann.ng and’ Evaluation

SubjeCt:' Racvmmanded Proceﬂures Regard;ng State Monltorzng
of Local Districts' Minimum Pupil Levels of °ror1c1enc1
in the Basic Co——"alcatlon and Computatlonal Skllls

. .
N

‘The Stake 30azxd of Educatica and the Commlssloder. through +the pro-

Posed new governance rules and regulations of a thorouch and effici-

. enc system of education N.J.A.C. 6- 8, will reguire all districts and
each school within the district to plan and implement programs Scr

E

continuous improvement in accordance -Wwith the locally Ldentlfled
prioritv'needs o prllS. .

'The State 3card's Procedur= for annual aporoVal of each school ard
f s o .

T shzll include, in zart, noalcorlhg of the local evaluatlc“.
t'measu res pupl"' levels of proficiency and the results .
: ion and corrective programs. The local system for merove—
ment‘shall luClUd° but not De lln;ted to the rollowzng. :

-l. ‘Standards or mininmuzm levels of pror1c1ency established by
local districts ang scnools for program objectives which
are reaso“able,Ln relation to Pupils and school resources.

2. Assessment procedures which' are adeouate to measure pupll i
".achievenent related to each progran goal.: '

P ‘e i [ —— . } ’ I

3. Pupil assessﬂen- results for each school wzll be provided - |
at appropriate grade lavels to make correct;on and remedi-~ »
1 w

ation--easo“able and progressrve.

A\}
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4. :Determlnatlon of prlorztles for program lmﬂrovenent based
upon ‘the dlscrepancles between the establlshed standards

and . assessnent results.

5. Programs and supnortlve servies for puplls falling below

e lecally established mininmum levels of proficiency

primarily in. the ‘areas of pasic communication “and computa-

: -tianal .skills. Communication shall be maintained with B

-+ - -‘Parsnts or guardlans of pupils partitipating in basic ' ;
°coumun1catlon and computatlonal merovement prograns

‘e

6. Progran lnnrovenent plads for specxal education, blllngual

T and other puplls wltn exceptional needs. ) o -

v -

7. . Publlc meetings which permit communltj review. and dlSChSSlon
' the assessment analysis, minimua levels of proficiency"
N ahd the prlorrtres proposed beffire approval by the Board of
 Zducation. | . . C N L

.
hR ’ -,
>

3.'°Adop*i0ﬂ of boarad: nolrc1es for- promotlcn and- graduatlon wnlch
2ot -code.- staﬁdar-s. g : :

e standards, educatronal assessment’ plan, lmprovemont prograus,
2 legislation, adminis trative code and’ Department ‘guidelines consti-

@ a comprehensive aladn 109 system. The pPlanning system will inel: ude

c.i~ -

v 43

-

o
I.

smmunity, sroreSslonal and student inputs that result| in a tho-OLgn

and efficient system of ectcatron WIthln the bouncs or numan, naterlal
aad financial’ T2scurces. . : _ SR - .

1]

U

Perhaps, after studles are conaucted and findings'are evaluated ove
‘a perlod of no less than three vears, the Department will recc“rend
to the State Board the establishmant of statewide minimum cc -etency
st2ndazds, . But, when they o so it will be because they nav. care-
fully sifted through all €he evicence and Have clear indications .aat
suca a course of action has,, in some lnstance, produced a desir ed

resuls

< L.
¢

The es-aol;snnent of statew~de 11n1ﬂun levels of nrorzczeﬂcv at tihis -
time without consideratios o= societal factors which affect individual
o puﬁll deveroanent may help shift to the school system the alame for .-
society's ‘inaction on a hos*~ oFf econoﬂlc and socaal reforms.—1If the.
 Purpose of establishing mi .aum levels -0f proiiciency is to fix .
respon slarrlt/ and blame, t“en_the decision.to introduce them Nlll
. pTobably move towazd the aaltronal power model relatronsu_p of
negotiations. If, on the .ol ler hand, the Legislature and the State
o 3o0azd aze cevelopxdg an accountab;lltj mocel wnlcn has, as its

ERiCs"‘”‘EH o b e
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. | —  _ : o
. - : ] '.\__: ) \ ) ,
‘.--ﬂz'y :ocus, educational plann;ng for school d*strlcts ‘based on
the needs of pupils, this can be -accomplished at this t;me in a
rzident- atmcsphere eﬁ cooperatlonrénd consensPs.- :

less st
- s 5
L \ 5 -
\ v
< anort nrssazad bv: a 4 : "[\
. ' C v L
-Gordon Ascher Willlam Mathls - Wzllxam Volk

witliam Srcoks - Sames Swalm Anne Tantum,
Carolyn Holmes - : S : _ Chalrperson
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'VI.. State Board of Edutation "Our Schools" Goals N

Educational Outéome Goals 4 4 L
~ The public schools in New Jersey shall help every pupil in the state:

1. To acﬁuire basic skills in obtaining information, solving pr@blems,
thinking critically and communicating effectively. ' '

2. To acquire a stock of basic-information concerning the principles of -
the physical, biological and social sciences, the historical record of
human -achievements and failures and current social issues.

. , . _ .
3. To become an effective and responsible contributor to the decision-
‘making processes of the political and. other institutions of the community,
State, country’ and world. - . v D

4. To acquire the: knowledge, skills and understanding that permit him/her
ta play a satisfying and responsible role as both producer and.consumer.

5. To acquire job entry level skills and, also, to acquire ‘knowledge netessary
for further education. : . ¢ . . : '

6. To acqgére fhe‘understanding‘of and the ability to- form responsible re-
, lations with a wide range of other people, including but not limited to '
< those with“social and cultural characteristics different from his/her own.

7. To gcqﬁire the:capacities for playing satisfying and responsible roles
in family life. S I

vogt

. 8. To acquire the knowledge, habits and attitﬁdes.%hat promote personal and
'_4publiq-hea1;h, both physical and mental. : T
T iy - R ' -
9. To acquire the ability and the desire to express-himself/herself creatively"
in one or more of the arts, and to appreciate the aesthetic expressions of
. other people. ' : L : '

10. To acquife'an understanding of ethical Principles and Véluesyénd;the
~ ability to apply them to his/her own life. '

;1 11, To deveiop'an understanding of his/her own worth, abilities, potentialities
and limitations. L . : :

s &

learn to enjoy.the prdcess of learning and to acquire the skills necessary

for a lifetime of continuous’learning and adaptation to change. :

ducational Process Goals

vThe_pdblié‘schoolé in New Jersey shall provide:

A laj'Instruction which' bears a meaningful relationship to the present and future.
.needs and/or interests of pupils. MR S o

B -

‘2. Significant opportunities, consistent with the age of.the pupil,. for helping.

© to determine the nature bf the educational expéf(f:ces of the pupil. :
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.3. Specialized and individualized kinds of educational experiences to meet
the needs of each pupil. T

4. Opportunities for teaching staff members and Pupils to make recommendations
concerning the operation of the schools."

Q" - s, Comprethsive guidance facilities ;nd services fbr each pupil.
6. An envi?onment in which any cbmpetition among pupils is positive.
7., Resources for education, used Qith maximum effi:§§hcy.
8. Teaching staff members of higi juality.
9. Diverse forms of constructive coéperétion with parents and commmity groups.

7

-
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