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New Jersey’'s Nonpublic Prcmram: Issues and Perspectives

» N ‘ N -
. - \ .Y

Background - C

N

As Daniel Patrlck Moynihan has indicated, ""there can be few areas of publlc p0|ICY
as muddled as that of government aid to non-government schools and perhaps only an vy '
. unwary person in public life will venture too far into the field ”’ ,(Moynihan, 1979). Both ’
practitioners and policy makérs alike have tried to come to-terms with the apparent contra-
dictions in public policy ifthis area.

v . -

Over time, in fact, the Supreme Court has called for sjgnificant restraints tQ the . .

allocation of pubtic mories to the nonpublic.sector while concurrently various,branches .
and levels of governmept have either intensified these constraints or have devised method- .
ologies to circumvent the Stipreme Court’s mandates. The underpinnings of the dlgcussmn

stem_ from the U. S. Constitution, specrflcally from the First'Amendment, i.e. the separation ) .

‘ of Church and State.

. ® Al - . -
\' . \ L .

"Several con‘temporary issues promlse to test the constltqunaI waII of separation -

" between church and state |n the area of pubhc sdpport and public regulation of nonpublic
education, i.e.

b S -
+ +  Federal un,employment compensation applied to parochial . schools ' ’ : L
. Tuition tax ;redits for parents whose children atten;i}lynpublué sewj .
.. EducatlonaL voucher plag;,that support attendance in rfbnpubhc §choo

) . State and federai aid to nonpubllc s,chools generaILy, mvoIvmg such thi mgs N\
o« as curriculum materials, text books, student testing ang transportatlon and
other auxiliary services, N . .
w v ® C;once'rn for monitoring, evaluation, and accountability of programs in the ’ -
nonpublic seotor funded by public sources of révenue,'and - .
o s & A -
* Formula allocation of funds to nonpupllc schools as required by Chapter 1"
of the Education Consolidation and Improvemen Act of 1981 i
The fiscal, economrc and political chmate of the' cbuntry at present, given the Reagan =
Administration’s blue-print for cutbacks to social _service programs and to education programs, ... ' - °
loom paramount to makmg evaluation and accountability a critical i issug tegardless of-the - ¢ ) .

source of dollars belng aIlocated to the publig-sector or the nonpubhcsector However, in_ -

dealings with the accountability issue in the nfbnpublic sector, evaIuatlon,takeé on a more
convoluted and less direct role since the legislative mandates, both federal and state, which ~-
govern the allocation and disbursement of funds are generaIIy ambiguously w0rded at best 5

and carry with them no clear d|rect|ve code or regulation for program evaIuatlon other, than . '_ .
mere fiscal accountablhty in t;rms qf expendltu\'es. ' .- . e
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Review of Nonpublic EMucation in America

Data provided by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) for the 1978-79
program year indicated that there are 19,663 nonpublic schools servicing 5,084,297 students
which consititutes 10.7 percent of the total enrollment of students nationwide. The nonpubllc

schools empon 272,684 teachers with the following average nuinbet of: -
' . ” pupils pe'r school ...... e 259 ’ .
' K pupils perteacher ... :.e..ove.... 18.6 | -
' elémentary students ....... i . 225 ’
l seandary students ...... e 174 T |

ttachers per school .

Of the 19,663 nonpubllc schools, 79.9 percent of these schools’ are church affiliated. These
overall statistics speak for themselves i in terms of“documentmg the fact that almost 11 percent
of the natjon’s student enrollment grades klndergarten through twelve are serviced by the °
prlvate sector-utilizing about six percent of the {otal arrpunt expended for eIementary and -
seoondary education nationally. ¢t

-~ rp e
, ¢

‘

. Historically, nonpublic education has its roots in Colonial America where at that point .,
there were no public schools and hence no clear separation between religious and secular authorlty
over education. Clearly, this orientation was maintdinéd until 1826 when New York "State gave

" the city of New York's schoot aid to a nonsectarian group rather than to the church operated

- 0

mstltutlogs This movement catlyzed a turning point in terms of direct support to nonpublrc
ools. As late as 1890, it should be noted that 40 percent of all students enroIIed in secondary
schools were attendlng pr;vate‘schools . t

-

; Amidst the democratic postulate of educational apportunity for all the nation’s school
age children, the U. S. Supreme Court in 1925, in the decision Pierce v: Society of Sisters -(286
U.S. 510) upheld the right of nbnpublic schools to exlst ‘and concurrently the right of parents to
send their chrldren to those institutions. . . - .. 5.
» . . .,
b Another Iandmark case was haonded down in 1947, in the Eferson v, Board of Education
(330, U S. 1) decision by the U. S.'Supreme Court which ruted that children attending nonpublic -
schools could participate in and benefit from services (m thrs case the service was busmg) slmllar -

o those already benefrtmg pubIrc’ school chrldren . :
h I3 4 4
In subsequent Years, significant cases have been heard before the U. S. Supreme Court
concernirg the constiti#ionality of using public funds to serve children in nonpublic or in chukch
related schools. Decisions in these cases'(while usually based on the first or fourteenth amendment).
reinforced earlier ruﬁngs whichwhile denying direct fman?xral aid to the nonpublic’ sectqr drd
affirm the rights of nonpublic students to benefit from certain federally supported servrces Only'.

in the case of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) were funds directly proyided for loans,

. not grants, to the nonpublic_ sector. In the case of NDEA Title 111, these funds were earmarked

iny for equrpmenf and mlnor remodelmg . . . N

. The_bredkthrodgh legislation of course for-the nonpublic sector was the passage of the - '

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965. Under th,e provisions of Title I

. ‘ \ . * ’
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targeted to prc;h corgpensa‘tory education to disadvantaged youngsters, nonpublic school
students weré also included in the imPacted targét group for service. Although the direction
.of-the Title | programs falls under the auspices of the_public sphool, various methods and models
of delivering service to the nonpublic schools exist ranging from mobile classrooms to mobile

instructional staff. ) . L
& ] . < \

) ] Title |l of ESEA has also prdvided for the loan of books, audiovisual materials; slides,
films, etc.'to nonpublic schools to help improve learning and teaching. It is estimated that,
about 95 - 96 percent of all nonpublic school students benefited from services provided under
ESEA Title II. ‘ : ) o .o
Of.cour‘se there are many“other federal programs which mandated that equitable services
Be provided to children who are eﬁre_lle_’d in nonpublic-scﬁools. These programs ingluded bilingual
education, Indiarieducation, emergency school aid and migrant education. "Under the provision
*  of these programs, services’ such as screening and placement, testing, 't':c;'tfnseling and guidange,
§peciql services for the handicapped and opportunity for career and vocational exploration were
provided. ., . - B . ) : .

. -
.

The philosophy of the federal government in terms-of provisions of help to the nonpublic
+-  sector has been one of "child benefit’’ via,the allocation of materidts and services to students and

" teachers in the nonpublic schools. It has not bgen an easy task at the state and federal level .to
comply with the intended pedagogical philosophy of child benefit to nonpublic school students .
as embodied by legislation withdut conflicting with gonstitutional principals embodied by the
first or folrteenth amendment. The Education Amendmerits of.1974, however, authorized that the
U: S. Commissioner of Education could step in to provide for services to nonpublic school students
where the authority\of itate law did not provide for such a piyvision. o T

~
\

o _Currently, with the advent of the Reagan ‘Administration’s Block Grant Legislation{the
Education-Consolidatiqn and Improvement Act of 1981), some 3_1_diverse programs have been
consolidated with the effect of placing the.planning and spending of program ddllars in the hands

.

of local educational agencies with reduced reporting, eva]uation__and‘accountability at thestate "~

level. States are required by law to operationdlize ap allocation formula which distributes the

*funds prdvided by Chapter |1"tq Both the Bul_:lic and nonpublic schools in the state. ‘Controversy has

already arisen in many sta_tés as to the appropriate va_riatgles to be considered in determining
‘  equitable dis’gribut‘io of funds to tha.public and nonpublic schools in the states. -

- 5
<

\ - New findings\recently feleased by James CoIeQ{gh of the University of Chicago, add mor%

. -~

controversial data to the-already heated discussions surrounding the quality and impact of nonpublic”

» " gnd public education jn America. Colgman asserts-that gven after one allows for differendes if.. -
' 4 fmity backgrdund that private schools do aRetterfob than do Publi¢ schools in educating their

. . chargeslargely because nohpublig schools maintain better dis%ipline and provjde‘ more challenging
&.: ] . -

" academic demands for their students. v : -

¢ - . \\ ) LT . -
" Trends shared at the 78ih annual meeting of the National.Catholic Education Association,

. _which was held-in Manhattanin April 1981, also point toward a2 projected increase’in the student-
population in church-related schodls since parents aré becoming increasingty frustrated with »
public education. At the same point in time, the potential of tui;cion-taf( credits for families seﬁding
their children to private schools ?'nay have the effect of ins:reasing government reguf;a}ion pf non-
Public institutions. N ., e o v. .o .

LR Y
.

- . ST - S
B .

h3 -+ Tujtion‘tax credits, Qoucher'ﬁlans, and the ekpénai;ure of federal dollars for services to
. bénefit nonpublic students raises the seriods issugs of governance, accountability and program
evaluation as well as the related policy implications that new rulesiand regulations would have. ’

(34 .
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. To’ summarjze the evolution of nonpubllc education in Amerlca coupled with the current
national educational climate, poIrcy, and flswlspendrng for education raise the frequency and

tenacity with which the foIIowrng questions about prrvate schools-are asked: ¢

. . N ( i_‘ - . 91‘

J Are prrvate schools growing at the expense of publlc schools?

« Do private schools providée and represent an essentlal factor of parentsl

choice for the education of their children? . - . .
t . - - T »
’ . . - . ' Y . ) ’
. ‘ . Are private schools a barrier to equal educational opportﬁmty_ . . ¢
* and accgss? ~ *

. To what extent have government overlays in terms of administrative
. ‘ acoountagblhty jeopardized the l/gependence of nonpubhc schools?

¢

. What is (can be, shou]d be) the extentof program evaIuatlon S ' '
. gdvernance, planning, monitoring and frscal accountablllty responsi- ', ) '
+ - bilities of government on programs provrded to the nonpublic sector =~ . . o
. wrth ublic funds? . ‘
. ‘ y P " ‘ . . . . Lot ;/
« . What would the |mpact be of increased government subsidies to ' .
: private schoolson publlc schools? . ' o - .
Vs .’ —
e . - Independent of the global issues surroundlng nonpubllc education, whether as Coleman *
asserts that nonpublic_high schbols provide a better educational base than do public schools '
‘. coupled with public sentiment and federal admlmstratlon endorsement of thé viability of *

* tuition tax ctedits and educational vouchers the U. S. Department of ‘Education still must L.
provide for and develop programs in keeping with the philosophy of "chlld benefit’’ for non- .
pubhc school students. The benefits of federal programs must be’ made available to students g -

*in both the public and private sector. The allocation of federal funds to the states is premiised
on a provision of services to nonpublrc school students prior to release of | monies. .
-7 U .

New ilersey' The Genesis of a Study - Lo o . .-

e

-+ The New Jersey study which will be described beIow touches oﬁly én dné’ of the poIrcy R

issues described prevously, that of the extent to which progtam evaIuatrpn governance, planning_

and monitoring responsrbllrtres of the state agﬁncy or of the government can be supenmpqsed X

“on the nodpubhc sector if the nonpubhcsector accepts public monies. ) ‘

1 . .

— Growing concern was mahifest in 1979 under the then current Ieadershrp of the Operatrons
Research and Evaluation Division in New Jersey that all programs admrmstgred Dby the state
agency, whether, state or federaIIy funded, must be evaluated not only in-terms of stGdent and . -
prbgram oy és but also in terms of fiscal accountability and-cost-sffectiveness. One of the '
programs hich-had not been fully evaluated or indeed examined to any great detail was the ° A, —
Auxlllary~Serv1ces to Nonpublic School Students Program pursuant to Chapters 192 and 193* A
P. L 1977 C i i .o _— -

- S

2 » -

e, Slnce 1977, chrIdrén al‘tendmg nonpublrc schools in New Jersey have been entrtled to ~ .
recewe state funded auxiliary and supplementary services comparable'to those offered to public
sch T students under New Jersey Statutes AnnOtated (NJSA) Chapters 192'and 193 These

es are described below:

1




_Chapter 192, Laws of 1977, (NJSA 18A:46A—1 et. seql,
provides auxiliary services for pupils enrdlled in nonpublic . : ,
‘schools. These auxiliary services corfsist of compensatory -
education in nd math, supplementary instructign
for students with idenyified special needs, and support
; - services for children with limited English-speaking ability { .
(Engish as a Second Language), and home instruction .
p ‘ Yor, tfmse who are eligible. ’
® R AR . - .
) .. Chapter 193, Laws of 1977 (NJSA 18A:46-6, 8, 19.1 et seq),”
- . provides for the identification, examination and ¢lassification of
" potentiafly handicapped pupils attending nonpublic schools
within the state. The act furt?er provides the services of q
_ certified speech rorrectionist for each nonpublic school
' £ pupil classified as having an articulation disorder requiring .
such services. * . .

.
- .
wo \,

v -
<
.

» .
The Nonpublic Student Auxiliary. Services Program receives well over $10 million
- dollars annually from the state‘bﬂdget '
The basnc question géneric to the issug,of "evaluating” the outcomes of P.L. 192 193,
' if one can use that term "evaluate”, is the degree to which program evaluatlon/gqvernance
o R planmng, monitoring and fiscal accountability can be |mposed on the pnvate sector by the.

M *staté agency f-the private sector schools receive publlc funds -




*r

%
e e

Coed

-k Program

Evaluation Issues |dentified .
—

luation . . ’

i
. The one major problem w1th program evaluation under the state law governing nonpublic

.
roa

services is the lack of reference to program evaluation requirements in either the law itself

or in the interpretive guideline materials prepared by the State Department:

i

»

..
~

~
~

_Erob/em with lack of
‘reférenge to program
evaluation in law .

e

“At the close of the school yea[ﬁhe district boared
of educat/on shall submit to the Commissioner a

< report deécr/bmg the classification and correct/ve
services provided by the district board of education

.« pursuant to state law. The report shall be completed

in a manner prescribed by the Commissioner and
shall include but not be limited to, such informa- 4
tipn as the classi fication and corrective services ™
provided, numbers of nonpub//c school pupils

served, frequently and/or amaunt of the services,  * .

and facilities utilized” ( New Jersey Public Educa-
tion Act of 1975, Chapter 212, Laws of 1975].

Implementation and Management of Serwces R .

'
e

There are several problems or concerns raised by provasmns in the state Iaw governing

a nonpubl’i; regardmg the implementation and management of services:

-

L i v facility (i.e., students fmust receive sei“wci h
away from their usual environment); .
——F . ,
P .
Problems with imple- - Services must be arranged for and managed by
mentation and manage- . the public school and may not include use of_

ment of seryices

N

.
- . P

., Serwces must be'pro vided in a non-sectanan

any staff employed by the nonpublic facility;
and, . . _ _
. . -
* Services may be arranged either. through ¢on-
tracting, hiring of staff by the pub//c school, or
‘through coopé/rat/ves among more than one

~ public school district.

Delivei'y Syrategies for Services |

. v '

a -
.
.

/Servnces may be delivered in a'variety of ways dependmg upon such factors as number
of pupils; kinds of services, location of facilities, péersonnel avallable Ioglstlcs funds”
“available, etc. ‘Some of these ways include the following: __ v

[
©

v
N

i

"Delivery Strategiesr f
t

.
.

.

- . °
* Districts themselves providing services to all
eligible pupils for whom these districts afk .
responsible; ~ . B )
. , “+
« Two or more districts cooperating to provide
services to all e//g/b/e pup//s attendmg non-

public scho o/s /ocated wrthm their respective




'distriets whether or not'the pupils actually reside
in the same district waere the nonpublic school
they attend isJocated; .’ Lo

é . ‘
o ¥
- -

«+  Districts pr8viding services through alcounty ed- .
ucational services commission; . ,

3

.
<

4 . h\ I3 ° y . I3 -‘ . v -
* , Districts contracting with an educatioral improve- I
\ LY

. . ment center to praw'de services; and .

« * Districts contracz‘mé WIth a non-sectanan pnvate *
school to prowde services. ' :

‘ -

3

.
e

IV.  Fiscal Accountability !
) }
Since no funds can be prpwded directly w fionpublic school districts, funds are
7.managed by the publlc schools. Fiscal |ssues such as the following arise:
) 1 ¢ -
; Admin'iszratii/e costs of six percent are in/currec_l
by, each public school for management of accounts
for nonpublic school; ;

- . »

Monthly billing cyéle and cycle of expenditures;
Fiscal Accountébility Audit trails of various methods for which
g services are del/vered are contmqted for, -
and are subcontracted for; anp’ PR

IS
Costs of purchasé of mobile units so that
services can be delivered in non-secetarian site.

hY

. It was initially intended that the evaluation study provlge data to answer the foIIowmg
questlons . ) , . .

®, .
* .Have students benefited as a result of the program? -

~ 3 |

+ * Is the program cost:effectivq?

- What is the cost-benefit of the prograrri?
. T i v} ‘.
» How are the approprlated funds spent by each categorical area
of service spemfled under P. L. 192-193?
- » How much instructional tlme dues each student receive |n each
area of service? ¢ N . .
»
~ « Which 'mpdels are the most,cost-effective in t}nns of thelr
operations, delivery of sprvices and in terms of student impact?

~

.
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' achlevement data was analyzed for 201 students.

The data generaued by the study was aIso vrewed tobea potent|aI catalyst for possible

chdnge in the state law to: - ) -
[N ) g R ! *

.+« Place the burden of responsibility for providing information to the state

agency on the.nonpublic school where ttie student i Is enrolled rather than -
.on the'publrc school agency whrch handles the furﬁlng aspett; - -,

o Clearly defrne what the parameter of state governance was on P, L. 192 ,
-and 193 regardlng the direct reportlng arLd/or solicitation of information ’ t

. . about student aghievement, programs and utilization of fuhds from the

nonpabllc schooIs ' N

“+ Allow for the provision of services to students oo the nonpubllc site
{preredent was set by\thé Pearl v. Harris case'on April 18,1980by g
the U1 S. District Court for the Southern ﬁ'strlqt of New York) -

r‘-\ M ‘

Purpose of Study and M\hodology at the State Level : L. .

. ¢ -

Political conslderatlons and a cautrous approach by new leadership in the state agency
significantly curtailed the ambltlous evaluation plans for the study of nonpublic services pur-
suant to P. L. 192 - 193 which were outlined. in the previous section. - \
het'd . .

Frscal issues in terms of' expend|ture of funds and the flow of funds were not deaIt wrth :
The scope of the study was reconfigured to examine the state law and the rmpIementatlon of the
state law. Anather focus of the study was to exdmine the various service deIrvery systems avail-
It was anticipated that exemplary programs would

able and to determlne ir, effectlveness )
»lead to the development of modeI(s) which could be disseminated statewide and Iead to the -
.4 overall improvementof the uality of thﬂrstate program. ) o .

- A state evaIutlon team {2 evaluatorsand a consultant familiar with nonpublic educa_tlon)
d&slgned and conducted the study. Data were obtained from the following sources: seven on-
site administrator interviews; riine instructional obsérvations and from surveys of seven public
admrnlstrators 48 nonpubllcadmlnlstrators 42 public school teachers and 29 parehts. Mailed
Admlnrstrator Questionnaires were received from 90 local educational agencres Student

. < . ’l . hY 3
Frndlngs . L. . B L = .
_— ~

The findings of this h;'nrted in scope study are very encouraging and are presented below

- , v ‘

Students

~

A\

as they a r in the executive summary of the report éntitled ""Study of Services to Nonpublrc
Pu;uant to Chapters 192 and 193, P. L. 1977 (Herr, 1981). ‘

KJ

' . Administratof Intefviews - e L : , ®

The%ight administrators interviewed described the structure and man ement
of the range. of services their agencles provided. The most outstanding charagteristics
of the. more effective programswere strong administrative leadership cqupled with 1

.. continuous communications between the adfninistrators and staffs of the service -
o ’ agencres and the nonpublic schools, Tte admrnlstrators mtervrewed were unanimous,
" in consldermg the major strength of the program to be the provision of these
special sefvices to children who would not receive them otherwise.

[} .. . . . . .

L

- 1-4
o c
’ . ’ * .\-. 1" )
. ) / -
NI . - . F
¢ ' L) 1:*“




~

[

s . £” e 9
. ‘ . L. . . i .
Organization of Delivery Systems - L - R
’ " Three-different organizational systems wére used'by districts. First, the county- “

wide.agency’ delivered services to eligible students from ahumber of districts in the,
copinty. Néxt were consortiums of districts who jpined together to eitherhave one T
dlftf‘lc_t provide-all of the.sgrvices, or to have different districts each provide services. ~
in one area. Lastly, lacal districts providédfwhateyer services the eligible students

.

. . . ¢ : ) . - - N 4 ~
- rd » < . . ./ N .
Classroom Observations .~ . . e . .
g @ > ¢ > .

inid As part of the on-site visitgt‘ions, %ine functioning classrooms were%served. .
« Most of ongoing instruction was jn"compensatory education and was individualized.
Speech corredtion was observed in small group lessons, with each child having the = - »
opportunity to respond individudlly. It was obvious in all of the observations that .
the teachers and students had exceptionally good rapport and apparently were highly
. motivated in the learning process. a .t ) .

.
’

' Administrators, Teachers and Parents Responses to Survey Forms . * . A

\ W e .

. In response to an almost identical rating scale, public administrators, public ~
teachers and parénts were very pdsitive abotit most aspects of the programs. The.
overall quality of the program was rated as “excellent” or “good” by all (100%)

of the public educaitonal administrators, by 80% of the nonpublic administrators,

by 84% of the‘teachers and by 69% of the parents. Twenty-eight percent of these . s
...~ parents se,lecgted the satisfactory, rating. , . , ) :
3 @ c - ’ ' - T
' .. Student Achievement . ' . .
DR .o -
’ . The effects of the compensatory education services on students were .
. examined for 201 stulents for whom data were available. An analysis of variance W

revealed that-these-stidents made significant gains in communicatioly and computa- - 7

PR ~tiop'at all gradeTévels. In other words, the additional instruction provided under
'Chapter. 192 ehabled these students to achievg more than they would have with-
r  out these services, or by normal g_rowth and maturation. 4 .

’

- 3
5 ]

Program Profiles ' LTt - N . \ !

- .
- . v . R

‘. ,
Data which was obtained from the 73 completed ChiefkSchool Administrator Question*
naires provided th’e basis for the development of profiles of a ‘typical’ district for each of the ’

. funded areaswhich is,presented in'the accompanying Fiaure | (see'page 10 )i

- ~

- A .

New Jersey’s Experience: What has been Learned? .

»
-t -
'

- L] . ~— i . .
Both from the limited scope and size of the study which was conducted, it should be noted ~ »

that the information was obtained from selected and sampled districts and that the programs in-
wolved in the study were successful in fulfilling their mission and providing program sefvices. The
overall positive findings were based on a relatively small number of programs, These programs
largely operational through countywide educational service commissions shoutd be viewed as a
target for other districts rather than a profile of current state practice in New.Jersey. .

» ‘ . .
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- . ; FIGURE | ’ \
. - TYPICAL PROGRAM PROFILE .
- v, . L - -
- e, oo . ' T . . | Time spent for stu- . .
: sk - Total Instruc- <. <" | dentsto walk to/ . . Instructional
. Service Tg}asltll\fggilgser (}%\{;ras?:e Time/Week ;Lc:n\z;grlmp Staffing _ f,:m mgb‘ﬁg c|a?s_ Seérvices Provided by Setting
. ‘ : Joom
L. . \1 T LN ’ . , . “
. Compensatory .|. ] B J 45 Minutes - 4 2 Teachers 8 Minutes | Contractor * 1 ~ Mobile
Education 25 - op4l5 - twice a week 50 hours 1 Para- . T Classroom
] . .. : - . ' . | professional}. ‘ ‘ ' ’
. F . .“ oy P -, ‘ . . ; \ . S ' ' - T+ -
Englishasa 9 ..o 4 2 .| 30 Minutes- - g 1 Teacher _{ . 6 Minutes Contractor Mobile
Second - 1 twice a week © 45 hours | 1 Para- ) . Classroom
Language (ESL) - * ’ . professional. .
{ ¢ 4
Supplementary 6 N 40 Minutes - 37 hours ' | 1 Teacher 10 Minutes Contractor . Mobile )
! Instruction | twice a week . ) : . (Used by 2 out of |+ Classroom
ﬂ?§§% > , . ) . . . 3 districts) . )
s . ‘ . f ‘ ] ’ N \
Home Instruc:tion 3 Districts ' . 45 hours F*Teachers “ | Local districts al- v
“ ' J ' : ) N most always
-1 . - . : . provided these
e . - . . . services directly
. n ‘/ 0y 7 z - v - Ty -
Examinationand | / 8 ! e A _ | 10Minutes | More than half of Public
Classification of . i T, : g ) . . districts provided School
Potentially Handi{ . . Cra S - these services Setting
1 capped Children ’ ‘ , o . ] directly
* | “speech 118 - 2 -'3‘ : 30 Minutes- | 33 hours 1 Teachet 10 Mihutes Instruction provided| Mobile
_ Correction *" | . twice a week 1 Para- . © | bya c?hntraﬁtﬂrt“‘ Classroom
. . : ; more than half the
. . ‘ L . professuongl ’ districts
. o, : ’ t. : ..
.. a N . . . 4
! ' ' f.‘,».-‘: ‘e ) ’ ' - & ©
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Wlthout a doubt, the study has proven t0 be helpfdl i in answermg sor‘ne of the basic eval-
. uation questlons focused around the state’s law to provide compensatory programs to nonpubllc
school students; however, a Iarge measure of theworlk is still undone. It is hoped that present
_ political conslderatlons and the current educational climate in the state will not dampen the need
. and the necessity to ask and seek-answers to those hard evaluation issues. Should it not be*the
- - - . .role of the evaluation to present the data for decision- making independent of the prevailing
political context,lf education and the public are to be served? Cannot negative data as well as

-

v

«

.
L

’ positive.data be utilizéd to enhance a program? It is hoped that the following questions thCh
.. have been Ieft unansweréd will bé answered: | o . . ‘
. + Is the program cost-effectivé? .\ A~ R .
L L\;Vhat" ‘i;s'the eoet-bEneﬁt of the ;Sro.gtam? o T o . -
o . + How are the approprlated funtis spent by each categ‘orlcaT area7 |

. The current climate in which pubhc doIIars aIIocated to education, be it public or prlvate
‘are shrinking will undoubtly press for resolutioris of the cost and accountmg type

.
®

a
[

- At some point in time, New Jersey may be i m a position to seek Ieglslatlve changes for
P. L. 192 - 193 which would*1) piace the burden of responsibility for providing information to
. the state agency. orv the nonpubllc school where the student is enrolled rather than on the
public school 2) ciearly define the parameters of state governance regarding the dlrect reporting

,.and/or_ ‘soligitation of mformatnon about student achievegnent programs.and utilization of funds

-~

-

from the nonpublic schools, and 3) allow*for the provnsxon of servnces to students on the non-
public site. . .
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